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Youth are responsible for a great number of violent acts committed in the United States. 
Experiencing or witnessing some type of violence at home during childhood increases the 
possibility of engaging in violent behaviors as a youth. At present, no systematic 
literature reviews examined the impact of intimate partner violence (IPV) on the 
development of youth violence. IPV includes various types of abuse that one member of 
a couple commits against the other member. The purpose of this systematic literature 
review was to examine the literature and analyze the relationship between IPV and youth 
violence. Bandura’s social learning theory and Bronfenbrenner’s ecological systems 
theory were the theoretical basis for this study. A search of relevant databases was 
conducted for studies published between 2008 and 2018. A total of 565 articles were 
reviewed for this study, and 19 articles met the criteria and were selected for analysis. 
Data were analyzed into a narrative synthesis. Results of this study indicated that 
witnessing IPV related to children’s displays of aggression. The severity of violence 
exposure and types of abuse experienced were related to long-term consequences, such as 
becoming victims or perpetrators of violence or experiencing mental health 
consequences. Several other contextual factors were found to be related to youth 
violence. Results of this study can provide parents, teachers, school counselors, and other 
stakeholders information on how IPV relates to youth violence. Results of this study 
could be used to create contextualized programs designed to psychologically empower 
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Chapter 1: Introduction to the Study  
This systematic review focused on the relationship between intimate partner 
violence (IPV) and youth violence. Family conflict experienced in childhood increases 
the possibility of engaging in violent behaviors later in life (Andreas & Watson, 2009; 
Choe & Zimmerman, 2014; Jennings, Richards, Tomsich, & Gover, 2015; Millett, Kohl, 
Jonson-Reid, Drake, & Petra, 2013). IPV refers to emotional, verbal, psychological, 
physical, and/or sexual abuse that one member of a couple perpetrates against the other 
member (O’Leary, Foran, & Cohen, 2013). Children’s exposure to this type of family 
conflict has been linked to youths’ violent behaviors (Ferguson, San Miguel, & Hartley, 
2009; Gage 2016; Jouriles, Mueller, Rosenfield, McDonald, & Dodson, 2012).  
In the Unites States, a disproportionate amount of violent crimes are committed 
by individuals between the ages of 15 and 24. Young people are usually the ones hurting 
other youth (David-Ferdon & Simon, 2014). Youth violence is also a significant public 
health problem, and victims of violence are at a higher risk for many other mental or 
physical health problems. Experiencing IPV in childhood has a strong link with 
perpetrating violence in later years. Therefore, the prevention and treatment of IPV are 
important not only to optimize children’s psychosocial development and wellbeing but 
also to prevent subsequent youth criminal behavior (Smith, Ireland, Park, Elwyn, & 
Thornberry, 2011). The purpose of this study was to perform a systematic and up-to-date 
review of scientific empirical research published in the last decade (2008-2018) that 






provides critical stakeholders with a body of evidence-based information on the social, 
psychological, and familial factors that impact youth violence, which has the potential to 
be used in developing IPV and youth violence prevention programs.  
Major sections of this introduction include a summary of relevant research 
literature, as well as an explanation of the problem statement, purpose statement, and 
ultimate research question of this study. Other major sections of this introduction include 
a presentation of the theoretical background used in this study, the nature of the study, 
and definitions of key terms used in this study. 
Background 
Previous studies have examined the potential impact of IPV on youth violence.  
For example, Smith et al. (2011) found a significant relationship between dysfunctional 
interactions among family members and increased youth violence. Prior research has 
found that, in comparison to youth who are not exposed to IPV, youth who are exposed to 
such violence are more likely to engage in violent behaviors (Ireland & Smith, 2009; 
Sousa et al., 2010) and are more likely to be arrested for engaging in violent behaviors 
(Ireland & Smith, 2009). 
Youth who are exposed to IPV have a higher likelihood of perpetrating physical 
dating violence, bullying, and sexual harassment (Fineran & Bolen, 2006). This may 
result from children exposed to IPV who may “witness positive outcomes from 
aggression (e.g., the aggressor gets what he/she wanted), which promotes the learning of 






preferable) means of interacting” (Foshe et al., 2016, p. 673). Other researchers have 
explained the relationship between intimate partner violence and youth violence as the 
result of the potential fact that “children exposed to youth violence often do not have the 
opportunity to observe the positive consequences of constructive conflict management 
techniques  because adults who use violence to resolve conflict typically lack such skills” 
(Schwartz, Hage, Bush, & Burns, 2006). 
Previous systematic literature reviews explored how various factors relate to 
either youth violence or IPV. For example, Garcia, Garcia, and Nunez (2015) explored 
predictor factors of school bullying, and Jennings et al. (2017) reviewed the factors that 
contributed to the development of IPV. Margolin et al. (2009) explored the impact of 
parental physical aggression and adolescent adjustment and behavior in a longitudinal 
study. To date, there are no systematic literature reviews that specifically examine the 
impact of IPV on the development of youth violence. Thus, the primary objective of this 
study is to bring together varying results and findings of previous studies that 
investigated the relationship between IPV and youth violence.   
A systematic literature review was conducted to accomplish this objective. This 
systematic literature review involves accessing, reviewing, comparing, contrasting, and 
critiquing current empirical knowledge related to IPV and youth violence (Boland, 
Cherry, & Dickson, 2014). Such a study is needed as the results of this study provide a 
current review of the relationship between IPV and youth violence. Results of this study 






They also have the potential to raise awareness about the strength and importance of the 
relationship between IPV and youth violence. 
Problem Statement 
The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC, 2016) indicated that youth 
younger than 18 accounted for 10.2% of all violent crime arrests and 14.3% of all 
property crime arrests in 2015. In this same year, 605 youth younger than 18 years were 
arrested for murder, 2,745 for forcible rape, and 21,992 for aggravated assault. Youth are 
not only perpetrators, but also victims of violence. The CDC (2016) also indicated that in 
2014, 4,300 young people ages 10 to 24 were victims of homicide. Homicide is the third 
leading cause of death for young people ages 10 to 24 years old. Approximately one in 
four high school students or 23% of the student population is involved in a serious violent 
quarrel each year, and one in six or 16% reported carrying a weapon at least once per 
month (CDC, 2016; Salas-Wright, Nelson, Vaughn, Reingle Gonzales, & Cordova, 2017).  
These current statistical trends point to a significant and profound national issue 
of youth violence in America. Such statistics indicate the need for current research to 
understand the phenomenon of youth violence. Salas-Wright, Nelson, Vaughn, Reingle 
Gonzales, and Cordoba (2017) indicated that there is a “lack of systematic research 
examining trends in violence among youth” (p. 977). Moreover, understanding a specific 
factor such as IPV as a strong contributor to youth violence is critical for the development 
of effective prevention and intervention efforts designed to inform and instruct 







The purpose of this study was to use the systematic literature review process to 
examine the relationship between IPV and youth violence (Boland, Cherry, & Dickson, 
2014).  This study located, appraised, and synthesized best available evidence-based 
literature related to IPV and youth violence. The results of this study may potentially 
provide varying stakeholders with information that validates the importance of providing 
developing youth with nurturing family environments that are free from debilitating 
levels of IPV. 
Research Question 
The main research question for this study is: What has been discovered through 
research about the relationship between IPV and youth violence? 
Theoretical Framework 
Two major theories served as the basis for this study: Albert Bandura’s (1986) 
social learning theory and Bronfenbrenner’s (1979) ecological systems theory (EST).  
Theories on Aggression: Social Learning Theory 
For this dissertation study, Albert Bandura’s social learning theory was used as the 
explanatory framework for examining the emergence of violence, and specifically 
understanding how children learn violent behaviors. This theory posits that children learn 
to engage in specific behaviors through observation of other persons engaging in specific 
behaviors, both negative and positive (Bandura, 1986). Previous researchers have used 






and consequences of aggression. For example, Houston and Grych (2016) have used 
social learning theory to measure the potential for mother-child attachment styles to 
buffer the effects of violence on aggressive attitudes. These researchers found that youth 
who are exposed to violence are more likely to perceive aggression as acceptable 
(Houston & Grych, 2016). Other researchers have consistently validated that children 
who are exposed to violence are more likely to engage in violent and aggressive 
behaviors (e.g., Bandura, 1986). 
Family Functioning: EST 
The EST was also used in this study to understand different overlapping systems 
in which violence occurs. Originally proposed by Bronfenbrenner (1979), it postulates 
that different systems (microsystem, mesosystem, exosystem, macrosystem, and 
chronosystem) interact and influence individual development. Bronfenbrenner’s 
framework assesses the interplay of a range of elements, including family systems and 
social systems. A child’s development is directly and indirectly impacted by the type of 
interactions he or she has with other members of the family system (microsystem).  
Bronfenbrenner viewed the family system as a setting, which he defined as “a place 
where people can readily engage in face to face interaction” (p. 22).  He viewed the 
microsystem as a platform for interacting in which “a pattern of activities, roles, and 
interpersonal relations” are gaps experienced by the developing child.  Neal and Neal 






(e.g., daughter and sibling), has direct experiences (e.g., enjoying family meals), and has 
direct social interaction with others (reading with mom, teasing baby brother)” (p. 725). 
EST has been previously validated as an acceptable lens for investigating factors that 
impact youth development including youth violence (Bowen, Rose, Powers, & Glennie, 
2008). The EST was the theoretical lens that was used in this study; it had the capacity to 
help evaluate the impact of IPV on youth violence. In the past, the EST has been used as 
a theoretical tool for developing prevention models (Williams, Rivera, Neighbours, & 
Reznik, 2007). The EST has also been used as a theoretical instrument for identifying 
risks and protective factors (Umemoto et al., 2009).  
Relevance of Social Learning Theory and EST to the Current Research 
In this study, Bandura’s social learning theory was used as a basis to understand 
the relationship between IPV and youth violence. A violent act initiated by one member 
of a couple to the other member is initially acquired through modeling during childhood. 
Methods for solving family conflicts are often learned during childhood via observation 
of parents’ behaviors. In this way, IPV that occurs at home teaches children to solve 
problems using violence. Bandura’s theoretical principles have been used to support 
findings on intergenerational cycles of violence (Bell & Naugle, 2008). Considering the 
importance of family modeling, Bronfenbrenner’s theory provides the platform to explore 
different and overlapping systems in which children and adolescents merge and interact. 
Thus, the EST and social learning theory provide the potential to reveal complex 






It is my personal assumption that the family system is the most impactful factor as 
it relates to childhood and adolescent development. The psychological impact of the 
family system on developing youth, without question, has substantial effects on the 
psychological development and functioning of evolving teens. In a family system where 
abuse acts as a force that drives, guides, and shapes social interactions within family 
systems, these abusive interactions will in turn drive, guide, and shape the behavior of 
developing youth. 
Nature of the Study 
I chose to use the systematic literature review design to examine the relationship 
between IPV and youth violence. A systematic review is a literature review that is 
designed to locate, appraise, and synthesize the best available evidence relating to a 
specific research question to provide informative and evidence-based answers (Boland et 
al., 2014). This information can then be combined with professional judgment to make 
decisions about how to deliver interventions or to make changes to policies that are 
directly related to phenomena of IPV and youth violence.  
The criteria for reviewing articles when conducting a systematic literature review 
begin with identifying articles from databases that relate specifically to the topics of IPV 
and youth violence. Secondly, I sorted through and read all abstracts located through 
databases to identify relevant articles.  If an article met the search criteria, I read it in its 
entirety. The specific criteria are described in the following section. Finally, the findings 






Definitions of Terms 
Family conflict: Differences in opinions, values, needs, or expectations among 
family members can create interpersonal tension or struggle (Kramer et al., 2006).  
Relationship conflict can be overtly or covertly expressed through yelling or holding 
feelings of resentment among family members (Kramer et al., 2009). Although there are 
many varying circumstances, situations, events, and forms of communication that can 
take place in a family unit that can be perceived as family conflict, this study focused 
specifically on IPV as a form of family conflict.  
Intimate partner violence (IPV): Involves emotional, verbal or psychological 
abuse, physical and sexual abuse that one partner inflicts on the other partner (O’Leary, 
Foran, & Cohen, 2013). Intimate partners can be current spouses, former spouses, 
spouses in the process of separating, and dating partners. 
Partner economic abuse: Boyle, Robinson, and Atkinson (2004) defined 
economic abuse as occurring when one member of the couple is prevented from 
educating herself or himself or advancing in her or his career and is intrusively monitored 
in terms of spending.  
Partner emotional/psychological abuse: Continued experiencing of criticism 
and/or verbal aggression towards an intimate partner. Rickert, Wiemann, Harrykisoon, 
Berenson, and Kolb (2002) defined psychological abuse as the reoccurrence of isolation 






self-efficacy and self-esteem through the use of name calling, intimidation, and 
manipulation. 
Partner physical abuse: Partner physical abuse can be a one-time occurrence of 
abuse or sustained and repeated occurrences. Partner physical abuse can be perpetrated 
by one or both partners (CDC, 2009). Physical violence refers to inflicting physical harm 
including slapping, pushing, punching, pulling, kicking, threats with a weapon, denial of 
medical care, scratching, burning, and forcing of drug use. Physical threat refers to 
intimidation through the use of words and/or weapons. It has further been defined as the 
occurrence of at least one major act of physical aggression over the course of 1 year 
(O’Leary & Jacobson, 1997). Physical abuse has also been defined as physical acts of 
aggression that lead to fear or injury that requires medical attention (O’Leary & 
Jacobson, 1997). 
Partner sexual abuse: Sexual abuse occurs when an individual is forced to have 
sex, is inappropriately touched, is made to watch sexual acts, or is refused the option of 
using birth control (O’Leary, 1999). It refers to forcing a partner to engage in sexual 
activity against their will.  
Partner verbal abuse: Partner verbal abuse refers to responses an intimate partner 
uses to coerce, criticize, humiliate, and ridicule the other partner (O’Leary, 1999). Partner 
verbal abuse leads to psychological and emotional abuse, and it usually precedes physical 
abuse. Verbal abuse can be as detrimental as physical abuse (Rickert et al., 2002).  Verbal 






Youth violence: Violence is the “intentional use of physical force or power, 
threatened or actual, against oneself, another person, or against a group or community, 
which either results in or has a high likelihood of resulting in injury, death, psychological 
harm, maldevelopment or deprivation” (Krug, Dahlberg, Mercy, Zwi, & Lozano, 2002, p. 
4).  Youth violence involving people between the ages of 10 and 29 includes acts that can 
range from severe, such as assault and homicide, to lesser, such as bullying or physical 
fighting.  Thus, youth violent behaviors can include bullying, aggravated assault, 
harassment, intimidation, sexual assault, stalking burglary, robbery, and theft (Ferguson 
et al., 2009).  
Scope and Delimitations 
The systematic review criteria were limited to peer-reviewed articles published 
between January 2008 and December 2018. Key terms included intimate partner 
violence, partner’s verbal abuse, partner’s physical abuse, and youth violence, which 
were featured in the title, abstract, or keywords.  Other specific criteria for articles 
included the following: 
 Only empirical studies examining a relationship between intimate partner 
violence, partners’ verbal/partners’ physical abuse and youth violence were 
included. 







 Theoretical articles, literature reviews, systematic reviews, meta-analyses, 
revisions, books, dissertations, and similar writings were excluded. 
Limitations 
This systematic literature review concentrated on the particular relationship 
between IPV and youth violence; it is clear that violence in youth is a multilayer 
phenomenon and other factors contribute to this phenomenon (CDC, 2011). The 
researcher in this study analyzed only 19 articles selected based on research criteria. 
Considering the multilayered factors that contribute to the phenomenon of youth 
violence, this study does not represent an exhaustive or comprehensive review of the 
phenomenon. This study included only articles written in English. It is possible that 
relevant articles published in other languages exist, but they were excluded. Second, only 
evidence-based peer-reviewed published articles were included. It is possible that other 
sources such as dissertations or theses could contain significant information.   
Significance of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to identify, evaluate, and synthesize the best 
available research related to IPV and youth violence. The potential social change 
implications of this study include gathering and outlining information that may add to the 
body of evidence already available to parents, teachers, school counselors, principals, law 
officials, policy makers, and other stakeholders regarding the critical importance of 
providing developing youth with a nurturing family environment. The results of this 






psychological, and familial factors that impact youth violence. This potential contribution 
may further inform and empower the practices and procedures parents, teachers, 
counselors, social workers, and other professionals use to combat youth violence. 
Summary 
Current research is needed to more deeply understand the relationship between 
youth violence and IPV.  This study analyzed and contrasted many factors that contribute 
to varying forms of youth violence. This chapter included a summary of previous 
research relevant to this study and explained the study’s problem statement, purpose 
statement, and research question. Chapter 1 also included an introduction and explanation 
of the rationale for the theoretical background, a summary of the nature of the study, and 
brief definitions of the main terms used in this dissertation study. Chapter 2 involves 







Chapter 2: Literature Review 
Introduction 
Violence is a relevant problem in the United States that carries social and health 
consequences (Salas-Wright, et al., 2017). The purpose of this study is to use the 
systematic literature review to examine the relationship between IPV and youth violence 
(Boland, Cherry, & Dickson, 2014). This study involved locating, appraising, and 
synthesizing available peer-reviewed literature related to IPV and youth violence. The 
results of this study may potentially provide varying stakeholders with information that 
validates the importance of providing developing youth with nurturing family 
environments that are free from debilitating levels of IPV. 
Children who grow up in homes with high conflict are at the greatest risk of 
engaging in violent behaviors (Choe & Zimmerman, 2014). A past study found that 
family environments with low levels of conflict and high levels of cohesion produce 
children who have decreased tendencies to engage in violent behaviors (Andreas & 
Watson, 2009). Another study also found that children between the ages of 12 and 14 
who are exposed to high levels of marital conflict are more likely to engage in violent 
behaviors (Cui, Donnellan, & Conger, 2007). Sheidow, Smith, Tolan, and Henry (2001) 
found a relationship between dysfunctional interactions between family members and 
increased frequency of youth violence. These authors specifically suggested that familial 






Previous systematic reviews have examined the various factors that impact youth 
violence and the impact of various forms of IPV on youth violence. For example, Garcia, 
Garcia, and Nunez (2015) conducted a systematic review of predictor variables of school 
bullying in adolescence. This systematic review, however, was broad and it reviewed 
multiple categories of factors (21 total factors) that impact specific engagement in school 
bullying. Jennings et al. (2017) conducted a systematic review of factors impacting 
intimate partner violence. This systematic review, however, researched factors that 
predict specific engagement in intimate partner violence and also covered a wider age 
range, which included young adults (age range 15-30 years). Margolin et al. (2009) 
conducted a longitudinal study and evaluated the impact of marital physical aggression 
on adolescent adjustment and behavior. This research broadly examined the connection 
between exposure to violence across multiple interpersonal domains. Such research 
placed an empirical focus on investigating the duration of exposure to violence, co-
occurrence on various types of exposures to violence, and the association with co-
occurring risks. This research eventually focused on the impact of exposure to violence 
on general adolescent behavioral issues.  
To date, there are no systematic literature reviews that specifically examine the 
impact of IPV on the development of youth violence. Major sections in this chapter 
include an outline of the literature search strategy used in this study, (an explanation of 
social learning theory and EST, an overview of the youth violence phenomenon, a review 






that impact youth violence, and an overview of the relationship between IPV and youth 
violence. 
Literature Search Strategy 
The information included in this study was accessed from Walden University’s 
library database. Specifically, PsycINFO and Criminal Justice/ProQuest were used in this 
study. Initial searches were cross-checked with Thoreau, which contributed to a 
multidatabase search. The key search terms used were as follows: intimate partner 
violence and youth violence, partner’s verbal abuse and youth violence age, partner’s 
verbal abuse and youth violence age specified, domestic violence and youth violence, 
partner’s physical abuse and youth violence unspecified, partner’s physical violence and 
youth violence, domestic violence and youth assault, partner’s physical abuse and youth 
assault, partner’s verbal abuse and youth assault, domestic violence and youth bullying, 
domestic violence and youth bullying, partner’s physical abuse and youth bullying, and 
partner’s verbal abuse and youth bullying.  
Theoretical Framework 
Social Learning Theory  
Bandura’s EST serves as an explanatory framework for understanding how 
children learn behaviors. Children learn to engage in specific behaviors via the 
observations of others performing specific behaviors (Bandura, 1963). Specifically, 
children learn behaviors by modeling the people in their surroundings such as parents, 






who are exposed to violence are more likely to engage in violent and aggressive 
behaviors. Children who are exposed to violence during their formative years are more 
likely to mimic and model the behaviors of the people in their immediate familial and 
social surroundings (Bandura, 1988). Bandura (1963) asserted that people are not born 
aggressive, but acquire aggressive behaviors, violent attitudes, and emotional response 
patterns through modeling. Bandura (1971) posited that via social learning, patterns of 
behavior are acquired through modeling and these behavioral expressions are regulated 
by the interplay of behaviors that are self-generated or generated via external influences.  
Previous researchers have used social learning theory as a theoretical framework 
for testing hypotheses and explaining results of their studies. For example, Houston and 
Grych (2015) used social learning theory to understand whether mother-child attachment 
styles buffer the effects of violence on aggressive attitudes; Slovak, Carlson, and Helm 
(2007) used social learning theory to understand the connection between exposure to 
violence and resulting attitudes towards violence. Earlier studies considered the family to 
be the earliest and most consistent socializing dimension (Hetherington & Parke, 1993), 
and children who witness or observe family behaviors within the family unit often 
generalize to the society at large (Pillari & Newsome, 1998). Most recently, Slovak, 
Carlson, and Helm (2007) showed that violence witnessed at home significantly 
influenced attitudes toward violence and firearms. Seemingly, Sims, Dodd, and Tejada 
(2008) used social learning theory as a framework to explore the relationship between 






perpetration. These researchers found that males who witness severe parental violence are 
more likely to evolve into perpetrators of dating violence.   
According to Bandura (1977), human thinking, feeling, and behaving can be 
emulated in vicarious ways through observation. It can therefore be assumed or 
hypothesized that if children are exposed to models of violence during their formative 
and teenage years, they are more likely to mimic and model the behaviors of people in 
their immediate environment. This study involves using the social learning theory to 
investigate the relationship between partners’ verbal and physical abuse and youth 
violence. I consider that this theory is a sound theoretical perspective often used to 
explain the phenomenon of youth violence (Lewis & Fremouw, 2001).   
Ecological Systems Theory  
Bronfenbrenner’s (1979) EST helps to understand the relationship between IPV, 
particularly partner’s verbal or physical abuse, and youth violence. Human development 
is impacted by five different systems: microsystem, mesosystem, ecosystem, 
macrosystem, and chronosystem. These different dimensions of family and social 
systems work together to influence the trajectory of a person’s overall human 
development. Specifically, EST posits that the style of interaction in which a child’s 
microsystem functions (i.e., communication amongst members of the family system) 
serves as a significant factor impacting a child’s future behavior patterns. Bronfenbrenner 
(1979) viewed the family system as a “setting,” which he defined as “a place where 






system (microsystem) as a platform for interacting in which “a pattern of activities, roles, 
and interpersonal relations” are experienced by the developing child.    
Past literature has underscored the utility of the ecological systems theory when 
evaluating factors that impact youth development including youth violence (Bowen, 
Rose, Powers, & Glennie, 2008). The ecological model is considered an effective 
theoretical perspective when understanding and explaining the phenomenon of youth 
violence, and it has been used to create prevention models (Williams, Rivera, 
Neighbours, & Reznik, 2007). For example, Umemoto et al. (2009) described efforts in 
using the ecological systems model to create youth violence prevention programs 
highlighting the importance of considering various systems (e.g., individual, family, peer, 
school, and community) when identifying risks and protective factors.   
The family system is the most impactful factor as it relates to childhood and 
adolescent development. The psychological impact of the family system on the 
developing youth, without question, has substantial effect on the psychological 
development and functioning of the evolving teen. This impact on thinking, feeling, and 
behaving has great capacity as it relates to determining the possibility of a youth 
engaging in violent behaviors. In a family system where abuse acts as a force that drives, 
guides, and shapes the social interactions within the family system, these abusive 
interactions will, in turn, have the potential to drive, guide, and shape the behavior of the 






Literature Review  
Defining Youth Violence   
Bushman and Huesmann (2010) defined violence as an act of aggression designed 
to cause physical harm or death. Youth violence has been defined as acts of violence 
committed by individuals who are not fully mature (i.e., ages 10-24; Bushman & 
Huesmann, 2016). Youth violence generally involves harmful and assaultive behaviors 
perpetrated by young people. These acts of aggression can start during early childhood 
and continue into young adulthood. According to the CDC (2015a), children and 
adolescents are often victims, offenders, and witnesses of violent behavior.  
Types of Youth Violence  
The CDC (2015a) indicated that there are numerous forms or types of youth 
violence from varying degrees of violence. These varying types of violent behavior 
include bullying, slapping, hitting, peer-to-peer violence, date violence, and self-directed 
violence. Other forms of youth violence also include robbery and assault (with or without 
weapons) and can all too often lead to serious injury and/or death. Youth who report 
observing violence via the internet are also at an increased likelihood (5 times more) of 
reporting personal engagement in seriously violent behavior in comparison to youth who 
do not report observing violence via the internet. All of these forms of violent behavior 






Prevalence of Youth Violence in the United States  
Disproportionate amounts of violent crimes are committed by individuals between 
the ages of 15 and 24. Furthermore, homicide is one of the leading causes of death among 
American youth. American youth are more likely to perpetrate or experience violence 
than youth from other developed nations (David-Ferdon & Simon, 2014). Youth violence 
is widely considered to be a significant public health problem in the United States. In 
2013, Zimring published a review of the history of youth violence in America and found 
that until the 1980s violence amongst youth offenders showed a tendency for committing 
less serious assaults and a decreased tendency to engage in violent acts that resulted in 
homicide (Zimring, 2013). Specifically, youth offenders of violent acts accounted for 
only less than 10% of total homicides. This specific review also focused on serious youth 
violence since 1975 and the epidemic of gun-related homicides amongst juveniles.   
As it relates to cause of death, homicide ranks as the second leading cause of 
death in males and females between the ages of 18 and 24 (Zimring, 2013). In 2011, 
738,000 males and females were reported to have been treated in emergency rooms 
across the country as a result of assaultive related injuries. A statistically alarming 
percentage (30%) of high school students have engaged in physical altercations. As it 
relates to high school bullying, 20% of high school students have been victimized by 
bullies while on school premises (CDC, 2011). Furthermore, a study conducted in May of 






is significantly higher for youth between the ages of 10 and 19 who reside in 
metropolitan cities (CDC, 2011).  
The CDC, the Department of Education, and the Department of Justice have been 
working together to collect data on school-related violent deaths since July 1992. The 
purpose of this partnership is to determine the exact patterns of frequency and rate of 
deaths that are associated with school-related violence. A secondary purpose of this 
partnership is to identify potential risk factors contributing to these school-related deaths. 
Preliminary data from July of 2011 relating to the death of youths between the ages of 5 
and 18 were published by the Department of Education. According to the 2009-2010 
Indicators of School Crime and Safety Report, there were 33 school-related deaths 
reported to have occurred in elementary and secondary schools across America (homicide 
= 25; suicide = 5; legal interventions = 3; CDC, 2011).  
In the year 2012, 4,787 young people between the ages of 10 and 24 years were 
victims of homicide in the United States (CDC, 2015b). The CDC (2015b) said homicide 
was the third leading cause of death for youth between the ages of 15 and 24. Sugimoto-
Matsuda, Hishinuma, and Chang (2013) analyzed gender and ethnic differences in youth 
violence using national data from the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention’s Youth 
Risk Behavior Surveillance Systems collected during 1999, 2001, 2003, 2005, 2007, and 
2009. Overall, the total sample size for this study was 88,532 males and females. The 
ethnic make-up of the sample pool of youth included Native Americans, Native Alaskans, 






Multiple/Mixed Hispanic, and Multiple/Mixed Non-Hispanic. All participants were 
between the 9
th
 grade and 12
th
 grade and their ages ranged from 14 through 19. The 
participants provided responses to nine questions pertaining directly to youth violence.  
Results showed that 43.9% responded to at least one indicator of violence (i.e., carried a 
weapon, felt unsafe/threatened, was in a fight, and/or had their property stolen or 
damaged). Overall, males reported higher rates of violence than females. African 
Americans, American/Indians, Alaska Natives, and Native Hawaiians/Pacific Islanders 
all reported higher rates of violence than Asians and Caucasians. The researchers in this 
study implied that further studies are needed to determine if the current trend of youth 
violence will continue in future years. The researchers also specifically implied that the 
phenomenon of youth violence will ultimately have a direct impact on school attendance, 
truancy, and dropout rate (Sugimoto-Matsuda et al. 2013). 
Social Factors that Impact Youth Violence  
Ferguson, San Miguel, and Hartley (2009) examined multiple risk factors that 
directly and/or indirectly impacted youth violence. These factors included having 
associations with delinquent peers, being exposed to domestic violence in the home, 
elevated familial conflict, high-stress neighborhood environments, levels of depression, 
antisocial personality traits, and observation of violence via television and video games. 
The participant pool in this study consisted of 603 individuals, was primarily made up of 
Hispanic boys and girls between the ages of 10 and 14, and also included parents and 






The dependent variables in this study were youth violence and aggression 
(Ferguson et al., 2009). The independent variables in this study included factors such as 
family, peers, depression, and media violence.  The researchers used a Likert scale to 
measure 7 different forms of aggression. These seven forms of aggression were measured 
via data collected from the following five 5 scales: The Child Behavior Checklist 
(CBCL), the Comparative Fit Index (CFI), the Conflict Tactics Scale (CTS), the Normed 
Fit Index (NFI), and the Negative Life Events (NLE). Multiple regression and structural 
equation modeling (SEM) were used to analyze the data collected from the previously 
mentioned instruments. Results of this study indicated that delinquent peer influences, 
traits that are anti-social in nature, elevated levels of depression, and parents or guardians 
who use psychological abuse in intimate relationships were all steady risk factors for 
youth aggression and violence. Quality of neighborhood, parental domestic violence in 
intimate relationships, and observation of violence via video games and television were 
not predictive variables of youth aggression and violence in this study (Ferguson et al., 
2009). The researchers further reported that other psychological and social dynamics 
connected to the typical youth’s family, school, peer, and community influences should 
be examined in future studies on youth violence (Ferguson et al., 2009).   
Community violence.  Patchin, Huebner, McCluskey, Varano, and Bynum 
(2006) examined the relationship between childhood delinquency and violence in the 
community. The goal of this research was to expand on previous research that examined 






This study also sought to uncover an empirical explanation for why some children reared 
in communities with comparable high-risk structuring and economic disadvantages have 
involved themselves in delinquent/antisocial behaviors, while other children from the 
same types of communities have abstained from delinquent/antisocial behaviors.  
Data were gathered from youth who lived in disorganized neighborhoods (Patchin 
et al., 2006).  The youth in this study ranged between the ages of 9 and 15. The 
independent variable was exposure to community violence, and the dependent variable 
was childhood delinquency. The dependent variable was measured by participants’ self-
reports of weapons possession and engagement in assaultive-like behaviors. Personal 
assault was measured through self-reports of having assaulted a peer or an adult within 
the past 12 months. Weapon possession was measured by self-reports of having brought a 
weapon to school over the course of the past 12 months. Results of this study indicated 
that exposure to community violence was inversely connected to parental supervision. 
These researchers also discovered, however, that parental supervision in and of itself was 
not directly connected to participation in delinquent and antisocial behaviors. Finally, the 
results of this study also uncovered that engagement in organized exercises and activities 
could minimize exposure to violence, if parents, teachers, or other responsible and 
capable adults could effectively intervene and instruct children who are actively engaging 
in delinquent behavior.   
Patchin et al. (2006) recommended that a strategic approach to preventing youth 






chaotic events that happen in their communities on a day-to-day basis. Such protections 
and buffers can function via the vehicles of increased adult supervision; after school 
activities specifically designed for youth; and more positive, nurturing, and affirming 
mentoring from parents and other concerned adults connected to these children. Overall, 
parents and teachers can and should take the initiative and proactively approach the issue 
of youth violence by openly talking about community violence in both the schools and 
home environment. Such open discussion amongst community members and 
neighborhood officials may help the youth growing up in the neighborhoods cope with 
the psychological stress and strain they experience as a result of their disorganized living 
environments.  
Violence victimization. A study about the onset of aggression, violence, and 
victimization was done in an effort to understand how violent acts impacted adolescents 
(Aceves & Cookston, 2007). Previous research suggests that victims of violence are 
statistically more prone to also engage in violent behaviors (Lopez & Emmer, 2002; 
Singer, 1986). Aceves and Cookston (2007) used data from the Add Health Public Data 
Set, which consisted of data from 6,504 male and female participants between the ages of 
11 and 21 years old. Data were collected at Wave 1 and Wave 2. The data for this study 
were gathered from participants at two separate points between 1994 and 1996. The data 
were gathered via student responses to questionnaires that were distributed by their 
classroom teachers during 60-minute class periods. In addition, in-home interviews were 






information onto laptop computers. This research study evaluated violent victimization, 
violent aggression, and the overall quality of the relationship between the parent and the 
adolescent. The relationship between the parent and the adolescent was measured via an 
evaluation of the parental qualities such as warmth, communication style, and personal 
positive perceptions of the relationship between the parent and the adolescent. 
Furthermore, the quality of parent-adolescent relations was measured using a Likert scale 
method, which required the participant to rate their perceptions on six items with 1 = 
“strongly disagree” and 5 = “strongly agree.” The victimization score was calculated by 
reviewing how many different forms of victimization experiences had happened over the 
course of the past 12 months, including three separate items that evaluated how often the 
individual was severely hurt as a result of an altercation, stabbing, or shooting.  
The results of this study indicated that the relationship between violent aggression 
and violent victimization was even more multifaceted than previous studies have 
indicated and suggested. These researchers found that violence victimization was a 
predictor of future aggression and violence. The study also found that the experiencing of 
violence has a more influential impact on youth who had no history of engaging in 
violence and aggression.  It was also determined that the quality of relationship between 
the parent and the adolescent male mediated the connection between violent victimization 
at Wave 1 and violent aggression at Wave 2. Overall, the researchers concluded that 
adolescents who were at an increased risk of manifesting in violent and aggressive 






aggression. These young males were also found to be more likely to lack quality parent-
adolescent relationships. This study also suggested that female adolescents who are 
victims of violence may benefit greatly from the buffering nature of quality interactions 
between a parent and the adolescent. The researchers in this study recommended that 
future research should intentionally examine the different ways in which the factors 
examined in this study impact male adolescents in contrast to female adolescents (Aceves 
& Cookston, 2007).  
Gang violence. Gang violence and its impact on youth violence have been a 
growing public concern in the United States (Kelly, Anderson, Hall, Peden, & Cere, 
2012). Kelly et al. (2012) explored the impact of exposure to gang violence on the mental 
health of adolescent boys. This research used a mixed-methods design to research the 
potential connection between these two variables. The participants in this study were 
recruited from three community centers located in large metropolitan areas. The male 





grades. This study found that adolescents in this study encountered various forms 
of violence in their neighborhoods. The participants were exposed to community violence 
in the form of physical assaults via group beatings, knives, and guns. These forms of 
physical assault commonly ended in injury. These participants also reported observing 
gang members destroy neighborhood property. The findings further suggest that exposure 






Recommendations in this study included intentional efforts of healthcare 
providers to educate adolescents on the effects of exposure to gangs and gang violence. 
Such information and psychoeducation can empower the thousands of youth who, for no 
fault of their own, are unable to escape or avoid exposure to gang violence. Furthermore, 
the researchers in this study strongly recommend that specific interventions be 
contextualized around the social and psychological experiences of youth who are 
routinely exposed to gang violence.   
Psychological Factors that Impact Youth Violence   
Mental health problems have been associated with youth perpetrators of violence. 
Benedict, Viver, and Gjelsvik (2014) examined the relationship between battling mental 
health issues and engaging in bully-related behaviors. This study used data from the 2007 
National Survey of Children’s Health in which over 90,000 random interviews were 
conducted in households with children ages birth to 17 years. Within this sample, 15.2% 
of U.S. children were identified as bullies. Results of this study indicated a relationship 
between being a bully and mental health issues. Children with a previous diagnosis of 
depression, anxiety, or attention deficit disorder were three times as likely of being 
identified as a bully. Implications and recommendations of this study included the 
importance of making psychological support available to both the bullying victims as 
well as the perpetrators of bullying. Another relevant recommendation was to gain a 






Family Factors that Impact Youth Violence  
This section reviews various family factors related to youth violence, including 
financial stress, parents’ abusive discipline, child maltreatment, verbal aggression, and 
maternal attachment.  
Financial strain. Paat (2011) conducted a study that had the primary goal of 
examining and exploring the influence of interparental discord on children’s antisocial 
behaviors in families facing financial hardship (i.e., financial troubles caused by large 
household size and poverty). Family strain has been proposed to be significantly 
connected to level of family functioning. The participant pool in this study consisted of 
1,222 pairs of parents (i.e., mothers and fathers). The original data were taken from the 
Fragile Families and Child Well-Being Study. This study followed 5,000 individual 
children who were born in 75 different hospitals across the United States since 1998 
(Reichman, Teitler, Garfinkel, & McLanahan, 2001).  
Results of this study indicated that financial strain can produce family hardship in 
families by increasing conflict between parents. The results also showed that financial 
strain works through interpersonal conflicts to negatively impact a child’s behavior. 
Children who experienced interparental conflict have higher chances of showing 
antisocial behaviors. These findings are consistent with previous research that has 
reported a relationship between child exposure to inter-parental discord and increased 
risk for engaging in antisocial behaviors (Gulati & Dutta, 2008). The researchers 






gender-related differences between a father’s and a mother’s perception of financial 
strain.  
Child maltreatment and lack of parental warmth. A quantitative study was 
conducted to examine the relationship between child maltreatment and lack of parental 
warmth with dating violence perpetration among homeless young adults (Tyler & 
Melander, 2012). This research study was founded on the social learning approach. Data 
were collected among 172 homeless males and females ages 19 through 25. Forty percent 
of the respondents in this study were female and nearly 80% of the respondents were 
Caucasian. Several other racial groups made up the remaining racial make-up of this 
participant pool: African American (8.7%), Hispanic (3.5 %), American Indian (1.7%), 
Asian (1.2%), and Biracial (5.2%). Over 47% of the respondents reported having 
experienced at least one form of sexual abuse, 95% had been physically abused on at 
least one occasion in their lifetime, and 78% had experienced some kind of neglect. The 
dating violence scale uncovered that 59% of those individuals experienced and 
perpetrated dating violence. Furthermore, the results from this study partially supported 
the antisocial orientation perspective.  This study asserted that youth who are parented by 
parents who engage in child maltreatment and low parental warmth may be placed at an 
increased likelihood for dating violence. According to the results of the study, negative 
family experiences are connected to behaviors that are considered to be antisocial (e.g., 
substance use and delinquency). These behaviors were in turn linked to violent behaviors. 






behaviors, because many were unsupervised for long periods of a time as these youth 
often spent their days hanging out in the streets (Tyler & Melander, 2012).  
The implications of these findings suggested that a generational pattern of 
antisocial behaviors is transmitted from the parent to their child. In addition, youth who 
do not receive adequate nurturing from their parents often engage in behaviors that are 
considered to be antisocial in nature. These behaviors serve as reinforcers to their deviant 
behaviors (Tyler & Melander, 2012). The findings suggested that a neglected child 
continues to be negatively impacted by neglect long after they have left home. The 
researchers in this study strongly stressed that early and immediate intervention with this 
population is essential, as early life mistreatment will continue to impact these 
psychologically vulnerable children and ultimately their continual abusive interactions 
with violent partners may result in long-term psychological distress and substance 
misuse. Other recommendations from the researchers in this study included the strategic 
use of interventions that detour youth from engaging in continual violent relationship 
patterns.  
Maternal verbal aggression. Moore and Pepler (2006) conducted a quantitative 
study that investigated the impact of maternal verbal aggression and child adjustment. Its 
focus or goal was to compare the use of verbal aggression tactics among mothers from 
violent and nonviolent families. Data were collected from 200 children 6-12 years old 
and their mothers. Half of the children had mothers who were living in shelters, while the 






Maternal verbal aggression was defined as insulting or swearing, sulking or refusing to 
talk, stomping out of the room or house, doing or saying something to spite the other, 
threatening to hit or to throw something at the other, or throwing, smashing, hitting, or 
kicking something. Individual interviews were conducted separately with mothers and 
children. Verbal aggression and physical violence between family members were 
measured as well as children’s different forms and degrees of behavior problems. 
Analysis uncovered that children who were raised in households with a history of 
violence were more likely to have adjustment issues. Overall, the results of this study 
suggested that maternal insults play a detrimental role especially when combined with 
family violence.  Children who were raised in violent households, and whose mothers 
regularly used insults, were three times at a higher risk of having severe clinical issues in 
comparison to households where the mother did not routinely use insults. The result of 
this research indicated that a mother’s remarks and style of communication may be more 
influential than that of the father. This further indicates that a mother’s negative 
comments can have severely adverse psychological consequences, including self-blame 
and emotional insecurity (Moore & Pepler, 2006).  
Maternal attachment. A study was undertaken to determine the degree to which 
maternal attachment buffered aggressive attitudes and behaviors in youth. The goal of 
this study was to determine if maternal attachment served as a protective factor against 
youth violence and aggressive behavior (Houston & Grych, 2015). The sample in this 






measures of the quality of the relationship between parents, the quality of relationship 
between the parent and the child, and community aggression. Participants also completed 
measures that examined the quality of attachment between mothers and aggressive 
behaviors.  Using written vignettes, participants also self-rated the personal perceptions 
on the appropriateness and acceptability of aggressive interactions between a pair of 
peers and a pair of siblings. Additionally, mothers completed a measure of their 
children’s aggressive behaviors.   
Results of this study indicated that inadequate levels of secure attachment and 
exposure to community violence were connected to an increased likelihood of violence 
acceptance in youth. This indicated that children exposed to community violence were 
less likely to engage in youth violence if they had a secure attachment to their maternal 
figure. These children also displayed fewer aggressive behaviors. Further implications of 
this study included the critical relevance of pinpointing factors that buffer the debilitating 
impact of risk factors on youth violence and development (Fergus, Zimmerman, & 
Caldwell, 2005; Howard, Budge, & McKay, 2010). The Houston and Grych study (2015) 
reinforced the pivotal function of the mother-child relationship as a buffering element 
that has the capacity to reduce aggressive beliefs and attitudes in youth. It is believed that 
strengthening the parent-child relationship can be an effective means of changing 
aggressive attitudes.  Finally, due to the harsh reality that some children are not 
privileged to have a warm, patient, and accepting caregiver, it may be highly beneficial 






important adult figures in their lives (i.e., teachers, coaches, neighbors). Such 
relationships can effectively function to decrease the potential for the development of 
aggressive attitudes in youth who lack a warm and nurturing parent and yet are exposed 
to violence (Houston & Grych, 2015).  
IPV and Youth Violence  
This final section of the literature review involves the relationship between IPV 
and youth violence. This section includes a description of consequences that this abuse 
has on victims and minors, and how the abuse is linked to youth violence. Victims of 
physical and/or psychological abuse experience high rates of physical injury and poor 
overall health (Lawrence, Orengo-Aguayo, Langer, & Brock, 2012). Furthermore, 
victims of partners’ physical abuse have both lower physical functioning and poorer 
psychological functioning in comparison to those who do not experience this type of 
abuse. Women are more likely to be victims of partners’ physical abuse than men. 
Consequences for female victims of partners’ physical abuse were also found to be 
significantly worse for victims who report lower income or unemployment and are ethnic 
minorities (Lawrence et al., 2012).  
Renner, Reese, Peek-Asa, and Ramirez (2015) conducted a study that included 
1,034 participants (517 heterosexual partners from rural areas) to evaluate the reporting 
patterns of physical and verbal abuse between couples/partners. Both members of each 
couple reported aggressive acts between the partners. Results of the study indicated that 






reported being a victim of verbal abuse. In contrast, male participants reported being a 
victim of physical abuse more than their female partners reported engaging in physical 
abuse. Furthermore, female partners reported being the victim of both verbal and physical 
abuse at higher levels than their male partners reported being the victim or perpetrator of 
physical abuse.  
Different studies have explored the relationship between partner’s abuse and the 
development of different types of youth violence. Moretti, Obsuth, Odgers, and Reebye 
(2006) conducted a study to understand the association between adolescents’ exposure to 
maternal vs. paternal physical interparental violence and adolescents’ aggressive 
reactions toward mothers, fathers, friends, and romantic partners. The study also explored 
the influence of post-traumatic stress disorder on the connection between being exposed 
to interparental violence and aggressive behavior. The sample in this study consisted of 
112 youths (N = 63 girls and N = 29 boys) between the ages of 13 and 18 (mean = 15.4). 
The results of this study indicated that both boys and girls who are exposed to 
interparental violence are at an increased risk for engaging in aggressive acts. 
Adolescents who were exposed to interparental violence were also found to have more 
social and academic problems in comparison to adolescents who were not exposed to 
interparental violence. This study found that one third of the participants in this study met 
the diagnostic criteria for PTSD and the relationship between exposure to interparental 






diagnostic criteria for PTSD. The researchers in this study provide various approaches for 
helping families effectively break intergenerational patterns of violence and aggression.  
Kim, Jackson, Hunter, and Conrad (2009) examined the relationship between 
interparental conflict (IPC) and adolescent dating behavior. They specifically 
hypothesized that self-blame and threat appraisals could mediate the association between 
IPC and adolescents’ conflictive dating behaviors. The participants in this study included 





 grade, and their ages ranged from 14 to 19 (mean age = 16.02). The pool of students 
consisted of various races (African American, Hispanic, Asian, European American, 
Biracial, and Multiracial). Of the 169 students in this study, all reported being exposed to 
IPC, and 91 of these students reported that they had already begun dating. Results of this 
study indicated that children exposed to IPC are at risk for experiencing conflicts within 
their own relationships. Results indicated that self-blame partially mediated the 
relationship between IPC and sexual aggression as well as the relationship between IPC 
and adolescent threatening behaviors. The researchers in this study implied that 
adolescents may be taught or coached on how to observe their parents’ relational 
behaviors and use it as a framework for knowing what not to do in relationships (i.e., 
better handle their own relational conflicts).    
Voisin and Hong (2012) conducted a thorough review and critique of the literature 
exploring the relationship between youth witnessing IPV and their subsequent 






different databases over the course of a 12-year period (1999-2011). All of the studies 
included in this research were quantitative and involved multivariate analysis. The 
findings of the body of studies provided evidence that youth who witness IPV are at an 
increased risk for engaging in bullying behaviors and peer victimization. Youth who 
witness IPV were also found to have lower levels of academic achievement and higher 
levels of social issues. Youth who witness IPV were also found to have difficulty with 
peer interactions. Finally, youth who witnessed IPV were also at an increased risk for 
having mental, emotional, and behavioral challenges (i.e., depression, anxiety, 
aggression, and PTSD). The researchers in this study concluded that factors such as age, 
gender, ethnicity, parenting practice, and parent-child relationship all contribute to the 
strength of the relationship between IPV exposure, and bullying and peer victimization.   
Jouriles, Mueller, Rosenfield, McDonald, and Dodson (2012) explored IPV and 
teen dating violence. Specifically, this study explored if youth exposure to severe IPV 
and harsh parenting practices each contributed to the prediction of dating violence 
perpetration, and to what extent youth trauma symptoms mediated these associations. 
There were a total of 88 participants in this study. Their ages ranged from 14-17 (mean 
age = 15.9). The participants in this study were recruited from juvenile justice centers. 
The racial make-up of the pool of participants included African American, Caucasian, 
Hispanic, Asian, and Native American. All study participants had to report being in a 






reported IPV in their past or current relationships, and youth reported on their 
experiences of harsh parenting and trauma symptoms.  
After three months, teens were interviewed on their dating violence perpetration. 
The results of this study indicated that adolescents who are exposed to severe IPV and 
recent harsh parenting are significantly more likely to engage in dating violence 
perpetration. In addition, results indicate that harsh parenting is linked to anger-related 
trauma symptoms, while trauma symptoms contribute to the relationship between harsh 
parenting and dating violence perpetration. However, trauma symptoms did not mediate 
the relationship between teens’ exposure to severe IPV and teen dating violence 
perpetration. Ultimately the researchers in this study concluded teen exposure to severe 
IPV and harsh parenting are both predictors of youth violence. The study also discovered 
that prior IPV exposure can have a debilitating impact on youth development and, 
therefore, clinical workers should work diligently to minimize or eliminate this negative 
impact when working with youth who have been exposed to severe IPV. In sum, these 
studies reveal that IPV not only has devastating effects for the victim, but spreads its 
consequences to children at home. One of the strengths of these studies is the strong 
relationship that has been demonstrated between IPV and physical and psychological 
consequences for victims. One of the weaknesses of these studies is that they mainly 
focused on female victims (Lawrence, Orengo-Aguayo, Langer, & Brock, 2012). While 






Another challenge in these groups of studies is the different terminology used in 
describing IPV (Ali, Dhingra, & McGarry, 2016). Within the definition of IPV 
commonly used, which refers to violence perpetrated by one member of the couple to the 
other member (O’Leary, Foran, & Cohen, 2013), a broader range of typologies of IPV 
based on form of abuse, type of perpetrator (male or female), or type of violence 
emerges. Studies reviewed in this chapter used different terminology to refer to IPV; for 
example, Kim, Jackson, Hunter, and Conrad (2009) referred to interparental conflict 
(IPC), and Moretti, Obsuth, Odgers, and Reebye (2006) referred to interparental violence. 
Ali, Dhingra, and McGarry (2016) reviewed different IPV typologies revealing that 
reported research on IPV does not refer to the same equal concept across studies. A 
further exploration on the impact of IPV based on different typology of IPV is needed 
(Renner & Boel-Studt, 2017). 
Summary and Transition  
This literature review included information and evidence regarding how several 
social, community, and family factors negatively impact youth and may lead to the 
development of youth violence. As demonstrated in this literature review, parental verbal 
and physical abuse has been linked to the development of different types of youth 
violence. However, there is not a current systematic literature review that specifically 
examines the impact of IPV on the development of youth violence. This systematic 
literature review allows researchers and practitioners to access one body of recent 






conflict. Chapter 3 includes the methodology used and outlines and summarizes the 






Chapter 3: Research Method 
Introduction 
The focus of this systematic literature review is the relationship between IPV and 
youth violence. This relationship has been investigated and there are indications that IPV 
experienced during childhood years increases the chances of engaging in violent 
behaviors later in life (Andreas & Watson, 2009; Choe & Zimmerman, 2014; Jennings, 
Richards, Tomsich, & Gover, 2015; Millett, Kohl, Jonson-Reid, Drake, & Petra, 2013). 
The purpose of this study was to perform a systematic and up-to-date review of the 
scientific empirical research published between 2008 and 2018 that involved the 
relationship between IPV and youth violence. This chapter includes a description of the 
systematic literature review methodology that was used to understand the relationship 
between IPV and youth violence. It includes a description of databases used for 
identifying articles, the inclusion/exclusion criteria for selecting articles, procedures for 
selecting and evaluating articles, and articles selected for the review.  
Purpose Statement 
The purpose of this study was to use the systematic literature review process to 
examine the relationship between IPV and youth violence. This study involved locating, 
appraising, and synthesizing the best available evidence-based literature related to IPV 
and youth violence. The results of this study may potentially provide varying 
stakeholders with information that validates the importance of providing developing 






Research Design and Rationale 
The main research question for this study is: What has been discovered through 
research about the relationship between IPV and youth violence? 
Central Concepts  
Two main concepts were explored in this study: IPV and youth violence. is 
created when there is partner violence and children get involved in these family 
dynamics. Partner violence occurs when one member of a couple acts in a way that hurts 
the other member without explicit consent (Winstok, 2016). Youth violence involves a 
spectrum of hurting behaviors inflicted by persons between the ages of 10 and 24 that can 
result in psychological harm, injury, or death. Youth violent behaviors can include 
bullying, aggravated assault, harassment, intimidation, sexual assault, stalking, burglary, 
robbery, and theft (Ferguson et al., 2009).  
Methodology 
I used a systematic literature review design to examine the relationship between 
IPV and youth violence. A systematic review is a literature review that is designed to 
locate, appraise, and synthesize the best available evidence relating to a specific research 
question to provide information and evidence-based answers. This information can be 
combined with professional judgment to make decisions about how to deliver 
interventions or make changes to policy (Boland, Cherry, & Dickson, 2014). 
Search Criteria 






PsycINFO and Criminal Justice/ProQuest. I verified and expanded the searches with 
Thoreau, which is a multi-database search engine. Furthermore, I specifically searched 
for peer-reviewed articles published in English between January 2008 and December 
2018. The key concepts being investigated in this study are youth violence, and IPV—
intimate partner violence, partner’s verbal and/or physical abuse. The first broad search 
involved the keywords intimate partner violence, partner’s verbal abuse, partner’s 
physical abuse, and youth violence. There were no other restrictions to this search. 
Results of this initial search are outlined in Table 1. Keywords related to family conflict 
included intimate partner violence, partner’s verbal abuse, domestic violence, partner’s 
verbal abuse, and partner’s physical violence. Specific keywords related to youth 
violence included youth violence, youth assault, and youth bullying.  
Procedures for Including and Excluding Articles  
After conducting all searches, duplicate articles were removed. Only empirical 
studies examining relationships between IPV, partners’ verbal abuse/ physical abuse, and 
youth violence were included. To determine which articles met the criteria for this 
review, I read the title, abstract, and methods section of each retrieved article. Theoretical 
articles, literature reviews, systematic reviews, meta-analyses, revisions, books, 
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 Once the final number of studies was identified, selected papers were read 
entirely. Subsequently, the papers were categorized and reviewed according to author(s), 
year of publication, country where the study was conducted, method of inquiry, type of 
family violence exposure, type of violence manifested in youth, sample characteristics, 
and main findings, as shown in Table 2. By developing this table, reviewing the papers, 
and identifying relevant data, further refining and selection of articles occurred. Some 
articles that were previously identified as articles that met the criteria were excluded due 
to not specifically addressing the research question. The articles included in Table 2 







Summary of Selected Studies  
Reference Study design Type of family violence 
exposure 
Type of violence 
manifested in youth 
Sample characteristics Results 
Fergusson, Boden, & 
Horwood, 2008 








early in life (ages 7-13), 
as well as conduct 
problems and conduct 
disorder in adolescents 
ages 15-18. Witnessing 
IPV may lead to a 
higher risk of IPV later 
in life. 
N=828 A birth cohort of 
391 men and 437 women all 
aged 25. All reported being 
in a close or intimate 
relation in the past 12 
months. Adulthood.  
(New Zealand) 
Participants who report IPV victimization 
and/or perpetration during childhood are 
more likely to report IPV victimization 
and/or perpetration during adulthood. 
The antecedents of IPV were the same for 
both male and females. The effects of these 
antecedents did vary by gender. Conduct 
disorder increased chances of IPV in 
females while childhood abuse predicted 




Miguel, & Hartley, 
2009 






depression level and 
exposure to television 










N=603 This was a 
multivariate study of 
Hispanic youths ages 10-14. 
The mean age was 12.35. 
Study measured factors of 
youth violence (i.e., 
delinquent peer aggression, 
domestic violence, 
neighborhood stress, 
antisocial personality traits, 
depression level, and 
television and video game 
exposure).  
(United States) 
Results indicated that delinquent peer 
influences, antisocial personality traits, 
depression, and parents/guardians who use 
psychological abuse in intimate 
relationships constituted risk factors for 














Reference Study design Type of family violence 
exposure 
Type of violence 
manifested in youth 
Sample characteristics Results 












grades 10-12.   
 (Haiti) 
Findings showed that personal 
acceptance of DV mediated the 
association between exposure to 
wife perpetrated and husband 
perpetrated spousal violence, and 
DV perpetration for girls. Boys 
who were exposed to husband-
perpetrated spousal violence had 
significantly higher levels of 
psychological DV perpetration 
than those who were not exposed.  
 
Graham-Bermann & 
Perkins, 2010  
Quantitative Exposure to domestic 






N=190 children between the 
ages of 6-12 years.  
(United States) 
Accumulated violence exposure points to 
greater variance in adjustment and 
externalizing behavioral problems. The 
results indicated that cumulative exposure 
to IPV outweighed the age of first 
exposure in the effects of child adjustment. 
 
 






Reference Study design Type of family violence 
exposure 
Type of violence 
manifested in youth 


















violence are at 






they are also at 











and females. Ages 
ranged from 14-20.  
 
The sample was 
drawn from 13 
secondary schools 
from the West 







urban and rural 
areas, and refugee 
camps.  
(Israel)  
Results indicated that there were 
significant amounts of variance in 
withdrawal, somatic complaints, 
anxiety, depression, social 
problems, thought problems, 
attention issues, delinquent 
behavior, and aggressive behavior 
among Palestinian adolescents 























Reference Study design Type of family violence 
exposure 
Type of violence 
manifested in youth 
Sample characteristics Results 
Ireland & Smith, 
2009 
Quantitative Exposure to partner-
violent homes during 
adolescence. 
 
Antisocial behavior and 
relationship violence. 
N=1,000 African American, 
Hispanics, and White urban 
youths male and female. 
Longitudinal study in which 
youth were assessed from 
age 14 through adulthood. 
(United States) 
Exposure to parental violence is related to 






















females and 43 
males). Ages 
ranged from 14-17 












and victim services 
offices. 
(United States) 
It was discovered that adolescents 
who have past exposure to harsh 
parenting and IPV were at an 























Reference Study design Type of family violence 
exposure 
Type of violence 
manifested in youth 
Sample characteristics Results 
Jouriles, Vu, 
McDonald, & 
Rosenfield, 2014  
Quantitative Children living in 
households were severe 
intimate IPV has occur. 
Examined for the early 
onset of conduct 
problems as well as 
investigate whether or 





N=106 families were 
selected for this study. 
There were 62 boys and 44 
girls ages 7 through 10 
included in this study. 
Participants were recruited 
during their stay at a 
domestic violence shelter. 
This study measured threat, 
self-blame, and justifiability 
of aggression.  
(United States) 
Beliefs about justifiability of aggression 
were positively associated with children’s 
reports of externalizing behaviors. Self-
blame was positively associated with 





Cohen, 2012   
 
Quantitative Intimate partner 
violence. 
Relational bullying and 
victimization behavior. 
The study measured 
samples in their 
communities N=396 
parents, their children their 
offspring of N=129 for over 
25 years and 7 separate 
assessments. A mean age of 
12.8. Range 12-18. (United 
States) 
Parental reports of any IPV resulted in an 
increased likelihood of offspring engaging 
in overt peer victimization. Severe IPV 
reports resulted in the increased likelihood 
of offspring engaging in relational peer 
bullying and overt peer victimization. 
Female offspring that reported any level of 
IPV demonstrated higher engagement in 
peer victimization. In contrast, male 
offspring who reported severe IPV had a 










Reference Study design Type of family violence 
exposure 
Type of violence 
manifested in youth 






Quantitative  Adult IPV Exposure to 







The study used 
data collected from 
19 different middle 
schools. N=417 
subjects 








crime rates.  
(United States) 
 
The results revealed that exposure 
was related to relational abuse.  
 
Adolescents who reported that 
their parents had less knowledge 
of their dating partners were more 
likely to report perpetration of 


















Reference Study design Type of family violence 
exposure 
Type of violence 
manifested in youth 
Sample characteristics Results 
Lee, Walters, Hall, & 








such as anger, 
controlling behaviors, 
violent behaviors, 
substance abuse, and 
negative attitudes 
toward women.  
 
The sample was N=340 men 
who were charged with 
assault against a female 
partner. The men were 
recruited from a corrections 
probation department in a 
metropolitan area of Texas. 
(United States) 
Perpetrators of family violence are more 
likely to endorse ideas that place women 
and feminine figures in a negative light. 
Exposure to family violence may also be 










Reference Study design Type of family violence 
exposure 
Type of violence 
manifested in youth 
Sample characteristics Results 




Exposure to                  
intimate verbal 
and physical    




Participants were 610 
parents (42% male and 67% 
white) and their dating 
adolescent children (ages 
12-21). The study had three 
waves of measurements.  
A grand total of 2354 
parent-child dyads 
completed the original 
survey. These surveys were 
collected between October 
2013 and January 2014. 
62% completed the wave 2 
survey one year after, and 
66.0% completed the wave 
3 survey 2 years after the 
original survey. The final 
sample that completed the 
three waves was 610.  
 
 
Findings indicate there is a relationship 
between what children witnessed during 
their childhood and what they experienced 
later in their own relationships. Children of 
parents who experienced verbal abuse were 
more likely to experience a similar pattern 
in their own relationships; and children 
who witnessed physical and verbal abuse 
experienced psychological, physical and 
sexual abusive encounters in their 
relationships. In sum, findings indicate that 
parents’ relationship quality and abusive 
behaviors has a long-lasting effect on their 
children.  
 






Reference Study design Type of family violence 
exposure 
Type of violence 
manifested in youth 
Sample characteristics Results 
Narayan, Englund, & 
Egeland, 2013 
Quantitative Interparental violence. Early and middle 
childhood and 
externalizing behavior 
in middle childhood 
and adolescence as 
developmental 
predictors of dating 
violence. Perpetration 
and victimization at age 
23 and 26 years. 
N=168 participants. A 
longitudinal study of risk 
and adaptation. It started 
with high risk mothers ages 
12-34 years. The sample 
had a mean age of 20.5 
years.  
(United States) 
Developmental perspective that negative 
early experience and children with 
externalizing behavior are powerful 









Narayan, Labella,  





Quantitative Interparental violence. Dating violence at age 
23. 
N=179 participants. A 
subset sample of the 
Minnesota 
Longitudinal Study of Risk 
and Adaptation (MLSRA). 
(United States) 
Results indicated that interparental 
violence experienced in 
toddlerhood/preschool but not in infancy 
predicted both IPV perpetration and 





Okour & Hijazi, 
2009  
Quantitative Family dysfunction and 
domestic violence. 
Violent behaviors N=1,560 college students 
from 3 universities male and 
female students from 
different department and 
academic years over a 
period of 3 years.  
(Jordan) 
Participation of students in quarrels was 
significantly affected by witnessing and 
exposure to domestic violence 
 






Reference Study design Type of family violence 
exposure 
Type of violence 
manifested in youth 
Sample characteristics Results 
      
Park, Smith, & 
Ireland, 2012  
 
Quantitative Child maltreatment and 
exposure to intimate 
partner violence. 
Effects on young adult 
violence, criminality, 
and adult relationship 
violence. 
This survey utilized data 
accumulated from the 
Rochester Youth 
Development Study 
(RYDS). The data consisted 
of longitudinal data from 
N=1,000 diverse urban 
youth followed from age 14 
to adulthood.  
(United States) 
The results indicated that children who are 
exposed to maltreatment are more likely to 
engage in antisocial adult behaviors than 
children exposed to IPV. Results also 
indicate that exposure to maltreatment and 
IPV is more predictive of adult antisocial 
behaviors than either one in isolation.  
Renner & Boel-
Studt, 2017  
Quantitative Exposure to IPV, 
exposure to the physical 
abuse of a sibling and 





argues with others, 
disturbs ongoing 
activities, is aggressive 
toward people/objects, 
and disobeys rules 
among others. 
 
A sample of 2,402 children 
and adolescents (data 
from the Illinois Families 
Study and administrative 




Results indicated that a unique form of 
family violence victimization was 
associated with increased externalizing 
behaviors among children at each age 
group: exposure to IPV among children 
ages 3–5, exposure to the physical abuse of 
a sibling among children ages 6–12, and 










Reference Study design Type of family violence 
exposure 
Type of violence 
manifested in youth 
Sample characteristics Results 
Smith, Ireland Park, 
Elwyn, & 
Thornberry, 2011  
Quantitative Children and 
adolescents exposed to 
caregiver and intimate 
partner violence and 
whether or not there is a 
causative difference in 
gender. 
Increased involvement 
in IPV during early 
adulthood (21-23) and 
adulthood (29-31). 
This study analyzed data 
from the Rochester Youth 
Development Study 
(RYDS). N=1,000 urban 
youth ages 14 to adulthood. 
73% of the participants in 
this study were men, and 
85% were Hispanic or 
African American. The 
longitudinal study consisted 
of three phases (phase 1, 
ages 14-18; phase 2, ages 
21-23; phase 3, ages 29-31). 
The adolescents were all in 
grades 7 or 8 and were 68% 
African American, 17% 
Hispanic, and 15% White 
American. (United States) 
Findings suggest that exposure to severe 
caregiver IPV leads to an increased 
likelihood of an individual engaging in 
relationship violence in early adulthood 
(ages 21-23). The study also uncovered 
that exposure to IPV has an indirect 
influence on later adult development (ages 
29-31). This relationship is mediated by 
involvement in a violent relationship in 
early adulthood. The researchers in this 
study indicate that the results were “largely 
invariant” by gender but also stated that a 
direct link between IPV exposure and adult 












Reference Study design Type of family violence 
exposure 
Type of violence 
manifested in youth 
Sample characteristics Results 
Sousa, Herrenkohl, 
Moylan, Tajima, 
Klika, Herrenkohl, & 
Russo, 2011  
Quantitative Combined impact of 
child abuse and 
exposure to domestic 
violence on attachment 
to parents and antisocial 
behavior during 
adolescence. Child 
abuse and children 
exposure to domestic 
violence, also, exposure 
to low attachment. 




This longitudinal study 
began in 1976. The families 
participating in this study 
were recruited from various 
programs in counties 
including urban, rural, and 
suburban counties. There 
were N=457 participants 
originally in this study. The 
children’s ages ranged from 
18 months to 4 years. The 
mothers participating in this 
study had an average age of 
28. A second assessment 
was conducted on the 
original study participants at 
age 8, and a third 
assessment was conducted 
by age 18. Over the course 
of time, the number of study 
participants decreased to 
N=297. (United States) 
Results uncovered that children exposed to 
both child abuse and domestic violence 
were less attached to their parental figures 
during adolescence. For children who were 
exposed to only child abuse or domestic 
violence (not both), there appeared to be 
no significant difference in level of 
parental attachment. The study further 
found that level of parental attachment did 
decrease the likelihood of children 
engaging in antisocial behaviors 
independent of exposure status. 
      
 








Data Analysis: Narrative Synthesis  
The articles described in Table 2 comprised the data that were analyzed 
into a narrative synthesis (Boland, Cherry, & Dickson, 2014; Petticrew & Roberts, 
2006) and are reported in the following chapter. The first task in generating this 
synthesis included generating a more thorough report of these studies, including a 
description of the most important features, the population, the methodology used 
and methodological problems that might have affected the results (if 
presented/described), and results. Thus, I examined the studies in a descriptive 
way to understand similarities and differences in the data (Gough, Oliver, & 
Thomas, 2012). Potential discrepancies that arose in comparing results were 
analyzed and concurrent information was grouped. After a description of the data 
was achieved, a process of identifying patterns began. Identifying the patterns and 
establishing relationships among the studies led me to respond to the research 
question and to understand to what extent these patterns respond to the research 
question. 
Summary 
The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship between IPV and youth 
violence. This systematic literature review focused on youth who were raised in or 
exposed to intimate partner violence, partner’s physical and/or verbal abuse. The research 
question investigated in this study was: What has been discovered through research about 






gather peer-reviewed articles, analyze previously established research, and integrate into 
one study the results of the gathered data. The primary source of data collection for this 
study included only peer-reviewed articles published between 2008 and 2018. Results of 






Chapter 4: Results 
The purpose of this study was to use the systematic literature review process to 
examine the relationship between IPV and youth violence. The research question 
addressed in this study was: What has been discovered through research about the 
relationship between IPV and youth violence? This study involved locating and 
synthesizing available evidence-based literature related to IPV and youth violence. 
Results of this study have the potential to inform various programs that promote the 
prevention of IPV as well as those designed to psychologically empower youth who have 
been exposed to IPV. This chapter includes the data analysis and results of narrative 
synthesis.  
Data Analysis 
Consistent with the narrative synthesis approach (Boland, Cherry, & Dickson, 
2014; Petticrew & Roberts, 2006), data were analyzed for patterns of occurrence: 
differences and similarities across studies were compared, the relevant instruments used 
to measure the two variables IPV and youth violence were explored, and the theoretical 
frameworks used in these studies to understand the relationship between IPV and youth 
violence were identified. Finally, results of the reviewed studies were compared and 
synthesized to respond to the research question. Tables were created to compare and to 









 Results of the study are organized under different sections. The first section 
provides empirical evidence that there is indeed a relationship between IPV and youth 
violence. Table 2 located in Chapter 3 presented a summary of each study’s 
characteristics. In the first portion of this results section, a more thorough review of each 
study and its findings are presented. In the last portion of the results section, the 
theoretical frameworks used in the included studies are outlined.  
Evidence of the Link Between IPV and Youth Violence 
 The 19 articles included in this systematic review provided empirical evidence 
that exposure to IPV is associated with the likelihood of youth engaging in some type of 
social or behavioral violence. All the articles included were quantitative in nature. Eight 
of them were longitudinal studies (Table 2). All the studies pointed at the relationship 
between IPV and youth violence.   
Intergenerational Transmission of Violence 
 The longitudinal studies included in this systematic review uncovered that there 
was an association between exposure to IPV during childhood or adolescence and 
engaging in some form of relationship violence (perpetration or victimization) later in 
life. Seven of these longitudinal studies are specifically discussed in this section. Three of 
these longitudinal studies (Ireland & Smith, 2009; Park, Smith, & Ireland, 2012; Smith, 
Ireland, Park, Elwyn, & Thornberry, 2011) used data from the Rochester Youth 






male and 27.1 % female) who were followed from age 14 thru adulthood. The racial 
make-up of this study was diverse in nature (68% African American, 17% Hispanic, and 
15% White participants). All participants attended public school in Rochester, New York. 
The data were collected from various measures administered to adolescents and their 
parents. Official records were also used. The RYDS is a multi-wave panel type of study. 
This type of study required youth and their caretakers to be interviewed every six months. 
Phase 1 consisted of youth of ages 14-18. Phase 2 consisted of young adults ages 21-23.  
Phase 3 of this study consisted of adults ages 29-31. During Phase 2, participants took 
part in three annual interviews. At Phase 3 participants took part in two annual 
interviews. Data from the Conflict Tactics Scale (CTS) (Straus, 1979) was utilized to 
measure past youth IPV exposure. The CTS presented questions that pertained to the 
prevalence and frequency of IPV exposure. The types of IPV assessed included violent 
perpetration and victimization. This data was gathered through caretakers’ self-report. 
The subscale utilized to assess IPV was based on 6 items on the CTS (e.g., McDonald, 
Jouriles, Ramisetty-Mikler, Catano & Green, 2006).   
 Under the framework of the “cycle of violence,” Ireland and Smith (2009) tested 
the relationship between living in partner-violent homes during adolescence and 
developing antisocial behavior and relationship violence later in adulthood. Results 
indicated that exposure to parental partner violence earlier in life was related to later 
antisocial behavior, conduct problems, and relationship violence. This relationship 






significantly related to violent crime and IPV in early adulthood. Park, Smith, and Ireland 
(2012) explored to what extent two types of family violence—child maltreatment and 
exposure to IPV—had an impact on criminality and young adult violence. Results of this 
longitudinal study uncovered that maltreated children were more likely to demonstrate 
adult antisocial behavior than children exposed to IPV. Thus, child maltreatment seemed 
more harmful than exposure to IPV in generating subsequent youth violent behavior. 
Additionally, children who experienced both types of violence were at a major risk for 
showing antisocial behaviors in young adulthood compared to experiencing either one in 
isolation.  
Smith, Ireland, Park, Elwyn, and Thornberry (2011) conducted the last study that 
used the RYDS data. The purpose of this study was to answer the question as to whether 
or not there is a generational continuity in violent partner relationships. They explored 
whether exposure to caregiver IPV during adolescence lead to increased involvement in 
IPV during early adulthood. This longitudinal study posited that children who come from 
violent homes typically begin to model the violent behaviors they observed and also 
begin to perceive violent behavior as a family norm (Smith, et al., 2011). The researchers 
in this study found that there is indeed and intergenerational continuity in partner 
violence in both men and women who were exposed to IPV during their adolescent years. 
Also, findings uncovered that adolescents who are exposed to severe IPV were more 
likely to engage in relationship violence in early adulthood (ages 21-23). Researchers in 






family violence comes from maltreatment or IPV. The researchers in this study indicated 
that women are at a higher risk for experiencing multiple forms of IPV (Smith, et al., 
2011).  
Sousa et al. (2011) was the fourth longitudinal study in this review that confirmed 
the intergenerational transmission of violence. Using the attachment theory framework 
(Bowlby, 1969), the authors sought to determine the connection between child abuse and 
exposure to IPV and parent-child attachments and antisocial behavior in adolescence. The 
researchers in this study also examined if youth who are exposed to both abuse and 
domestic violence demonstrated lower levels of attachment to their caregivers. The data 
in this study came from the Leigh Longitudinal Study (Herrenkohl & Herrenkohl, 2007; 
Herrenkohl, Herrenkohl, Egolf, & Wu, 1991). In the original study (1976) there were 457 
participants. The children in this study ranged in ages (18 months to 6 years of age). 
There was a total of 297 families included in this study. The participants were recruited 
from various community programs (welfare systems, head start centers, child and day 
care centers, and handicapped centers). Varying racial groups participated in the study. 
After the initial assessment, the participants were reassessed during their adolescent 
years.   
Parent-child attachment was measured using the Inventory of Parent and Peer 
Attachment (Armsden & Greenberg, 1987). This inventory measures a child’s sense of 
trust, communication, and alienation between themselves and their caregivers. In this 






of child abuse cases, (b) mother’s self-report of disciplining style towards their preschool 
and school-aged children and (c) adolescent retrospective self-reports of the discipline 
methods utilized by their mother. 
The results of this study indicated that there is no statistically significant 
difference in the levels of antisocial behavior in youth who are exposed to both child 
abuse and domestic violence and those who are exposed to either abuse or domestic 
violence. However, dual exposure to child abuse and domestic violence predict youth 
behavior more consistently than child abuse or domestic violence exposure alone.  
Knous-Westfall, Ehrensaft, MacDonell, & Cohen (2012) explored the link 
between parental IPV and offspring peer bullying and victimization. This longitudinal 
study took information from the Children in the Community Study which followed 
samples of parents and their offspring located in two upstate New York counties for a 
period of 25 years. There were multiple assessments used to measure the relationship 
between IPV, parenting practices, and their adolescent children’s behaviors. This study 
explored the relationship between reports of IPV and parenting practices among original 
study members (N=396) and their adolescent offspring’s reports of overt and relational 
bullying and victimization behaviors on average 6-7 years later (N=129). Adolescents’ 
age ranged from 10-18 at the time of data collection.  
Initial data were collected in 1975 and consisted of interviews with parents on a 
range of topics including health, behavioral, and environmental factors. These parents 






assessed on different topics from 1985 through 2004. From 2002 to 2006, offspring of 
generation 2 (considered generation 3) who were between the ages of 10-18 were invited 
to participate in the Teen and Pre-Teen study. This study was a telephone-based interview 
geared at exploring opposite sex relationship development, peer relations, and self-
regulation.  
In the year 1999 (generation 2) the responders received a questionnaire which 
assessed whether or not they had been in an intimate relationship in the past year. If the 
participant responded “yes”, they were asked to answer a series of questions from the 
Conflict Tactics Scale (CTS) (Straus et al. 1996). Parental practices were assessed using 
two separate parenting assessments. The Disorganizing Poverty Interview (DPI) (Avager 
et al. 1977; Kogan al. 1977; Schaefer, 1965) was one scale used to measure parental 
childrearing attitudes and behaviors. The second part of the 2001-2004 assessment 
consisted of parents receiving by mail, a Parenting Questionnaire. For generation 3, the 
Peer Bullying and Peer Victimization Scales (PBPVS) was administered (Olweus, 1978; 
Pepler et al., 2002). Further assessments of generation 3 were conducted using maternal 
report from the Child Behavior Checklist (CBCL) for externalizing and internalizing 
symptoms (Achenbach, 1991). The DPI (Avgar et al. 1977; Kogan et al, 1977; Schafer 
1965) was utilized to measure childhood adversities for generation 2. 
The authors tested separate effects for what they considered any IPV vs. severe 
IPV. Results indicated that experiencing any IPV predicted overt peer victimization for 






peer bullying for males, and overt peer victimization for both sexes. These authors 
pointed at different outcomes depending on severity of IPV.  
Finally, Narayan and colleagues (Narayan, Englund, & Egeland, 2013; Narayan, 
Labella, Englund, Carlson, & Egeland, 2017) conducted the last two longitudinal studies 
included in this systematic review. Narayan et al. (2013) examined whether continued 
exposure to interparental violence in early and middle childhood and externalizing 
behavior in middle childhood and adolescence were developmental predictors of dating 
violence perpetration and victimization at ages 23 and 26. In a following study, Narayan 
et al. (2017) extended the goals of the previous study and explored developmental timing 
effects of physical exposure to interparental violence (EIPV) within early childhood. 
Particularly, they examined the distinct contribution of EIPV in infancy vs. toddlerhood.  
Exposure to physical EIPV in the context of these studies referred to witnessing 
throwing something, pushing, slapping, kicking, hitting, among other forms of physical 
violence between a child’s parents or parental figures. Both studies used data from the 
Minnesota Longitudinal Study of Risk and Adaptation, a study that included young, high-
risk mothers aged 12-34 and their firstborn children. The mothers in this study were 
categorized as high-risk participants due to the fact that they were of poverty, unmarried, 
teenaged mothers, and had low education levels. The participants in this study were 
ultimately infants and toddlers followed into adulthood. Data were gathered via 






medical records. Mothers were the primary source of data related to exposure to 
interparental violence during childhood. 
Narayan et al. (2017) utilized developmental psychopathology as a framework for 
this study. There were 179 participants in the study. Exposure to inter-parental violence 
during early childhood was measured by using open-ended questions related to physical 
violence victimization in the family system. The participant’s responses were coded by 
two raters for EIPV. The interviewees were rated on a 0 to 7 Likert scale (0=No evidence 
of violence and 7=Most severe form of violent interaction) (Yates, Dodds, Sroufe, & 
Egeland, 2003). A 10-item Conflict Tactics Scale (CTS) (Straus, 1979) was implemented 
to measure intimate partner violence. Two of the questions deliberately focused on verbal 
aggression and 8 of the questions focused on physical aggression. The CTS was 
administered to participants at ages 23, 26, and 32 years of age. The Life Events Scale 
was used to measure experienced life stressors. Research participants were administered 
the Life Events Scale at ages 26 and 32. The scale consisted of 41 items that reflect 
stressful events and life transitions. Each response was weighted on a 0 to 3 point scale 
(Egeland, Breitenbuncher & Rosenberg, 1980). A subset of 50 cases were coded by two 
trained raters. 
At age 26 years, participants were administered the Young Adults Self Reports 
(132 items). This instrument was used to measure externalizing and internalizing 
behavior (Achenback, 1997). At age 32 participants were administered the Adults Self 






Socioeconomic Index was used to gather data on educational attainment, annual income, 
and head of the household occupation status. The Childhood Experiences of Adverse 
Caregiving rubric was used as a general term to refer to various forms of parental to child 
abuse (i.e. physical abuse, physical neglect, and sexual abuse). Data on physical abuse 
was collected from birth to 17.5 years (up to 25 assessments).  
This study used two approaches to the relationship between early childhood 
violence exposure and adulthood intimate partner violence. The first approach was a 
variable-oriented approach. This variable-oriented approach was used to examine the 
impact of exposure to IPV on infants (ages 0-24 months) and toddlers (ages 25-64 
months). The second approach utilized was a person-oriented approach. This approach 
was used to evaluate whether developmental timing of EIPV predicted continuity and 
change in IPV across the transition from early adulthood to adulthood (ages 26 to 32 
years).  
The variable-oriented approach uncovered that higher severity EIPV during 
toddler/preschool years, but not in infancy, predicted both IPV perpetration and 
victimization by age 23. This prediction is maintained into adulthood. EIPV in 
toddler/preschool years also predicted IPV perpetration and victimization in adulthood. 
Regarding the person-oriented approach, results indicated that EIPV during 
toddler/preschool years also predicted change in IPV involvement from early adulthood 
to adulthood. Specifically, EIPV during toddler/preschool years, but not in infancy, 






explored the impact of contemporaneous factors such as stress and externalizing 
behaviors on IPV perpetration and victimization. Results indicated that those participants 
that showed highest mean levels of perpetration and victimization at ages 26 and 32, had 
the highest levels of life stress and externalizing behavior. High contextual stress and 
behavioral dysregulation played a role in IPV changes. Narayan et al. (2017) suggested 
that contemporary factors should be analyzed in conjunction with family of origin 
experiences of violence to understand present IPV. 
Liu, Mumford, and Taylor (2018) is the last article discussed in this section. They 
conducted a cross sectional study investigating the concurrent relationship between 
profiles of verbal and physical IPV reported by parents and different forms of abuse 
reported by children within their own dating relationships. The sample consisted of 610 
parents based on a nationally representative sample of households and their children ages 
12-21 years. The original contribution of this study was the exploration of how 
witnessing current inter-parental violence relates to exhibiting violence in adolescents’ 
own intimate relationships. Results of this study indicated that adolescent and young 
adults involved in similar behaviors as their parents when it came to intimate 
partnerships. That is, children of parents who experienced verbal abuse were more likely 
to experience the same type of abuse in their own relationships; and children whose 
parents engaged in both verbal and physical abuse were more likely to report 






Age and severity of IPV exposure. The seven longitudinal studies reviewed gave 
strong support to the relationship between witnessing IPV and later involvement in 
aggressive behaviors. The collection of these studies pointed at three vulnerability factors 
that strengthen the relationship between IPV and youth violence: (a) the exposure to more 
than one type of violence, (b) the severity of violence, and (c) the age of exposure. Park 
et al. (2012) indicated that dual exposure to child maltreatment and IPV increases the risk 
of antisocial outcomes; and Sousa et al. (2010) also revealed that dual exposure to child 
abuse and domestic violence appeared to increase risk levels for antisocial behavior in 
youth. This study also indicated that dual exposure related to decrease attachment to their 
caregivers. The second issue identified in these articles, severity of violence exposure, 
seemed to be a significant predictor of youth violent behaviors. Ireland and Smith (2009) 
indicated that exposure to severe parental violence relates to violent interactions in 
adulthood; and Knous-Westfall et al. (2012) tested the difference between being exposed 
to any IPV vs. severe IPV concluding that severe IPV was directly linked to a larger 
number of behavioral outcomes among youth. The age of exposure to IPV also seemed to 
be a salient factor in considering the relationship of IPV and youth violence. Narayan et 
al. (2017) indicated that witnessing IPV during the toddler/preschool years has a long 
lasting and stronger outcome in youth violence when compared to witnessing IPV during 
infancy.  
Regarding the age of exposure and youth behavioral outcomes, Graham-Bermann 






IPV. They conducted a study in which they found that the effects of early exposure and 
lifetime IPV exposure significantly impacted child adjustment. Further, the results of this 
research indicated that exposure to early lifetime IPV may increase the risk for problems 
in adjustment. Children who were exposed to family violence at birth were at a 64% 
higher risk for exhibiting adjustment problems, whereas children 6 to 12 years of age 
were at a 12% higher risk for problems in adjustment. Thus, this study indicated that 
younger age of first exposure was associated with greater problems in adjustment. 
Additionally, it pointed at the deteriorating effects of the length of exposure. The longer 
children were exposed to violence, the more externalizing behaviors they showed.  
This study consisted of 190 children between the ages of 6-12 years. The children 
in this study, along with their mothers were all exposed to IPV in the past year. The 
majority of children in this study were first exposed to IPV as infants (64%). This study 
used the Conflict Tactics Scale (CTS) to measure domestic violence perpetrated on the 
mother of the participants. The Child Behavior Checklist was used to examine child 
adjustment. This scale had three omnibus scales: (a) the externalizing scale which 
measures delinquency, aggression, and conduct disorder; (b) the internalizing scale which 
measures anxiety, depression, withdrawal, and somatic complaints; and (c) the total 
behavior problems scale includes both the internalizing and externalizing scales, which 








Type of Family Violence and Developmental Timing 
Efforts in research have been made to identify and narrow down the impact of 
specific types of family violence in developmental outcomes. Two studies reported on the 
relationship between family violence and developmental timing. In a previously 
discussed study, Park et al. (2012) explored whether child maltreatment and exposure to 
domestic violence lead to equivalent developmental harm. They indicated that child 
maltreatment bears a more profound harm on negative behavioral outcomes increasing 
antisocial behaviors in adulthood than exposure to domestic violence.  
Renner and Boel-Studt’s (2017) study also explored the impact of different types 
of family violence and developmental outcomes. They explored the impact of three forms 
of physical violence (physical abuse, exposure to IPV, and exposure to physical abuse of 
a sibling) on externalizing and internalizing behaviors among children and adolescents. 
This study included a sample of 2,402 children and adolescents; and used data from the 
Illinois Families Study and administrative Child Protective Services data. Results of the 
study indicated that no form of family violence victimization was uniquely associated 
with internalizing behaviors; however, relevant differences were found in relation to type 
of family violence and increased externalizing behaviors among children and adolescents. 
Children ages 3-5 were more vulnerable to exposure to physical IPV, children ages 6-12 
were more vulnerable to exposure to the physical abuse of a sibling, and adolescents ages 







Attitudes and Beliefs in the Context of IPV 
 Two of the articles reviewed reported on attitudes and beliefs developed in the 
context of IPV. Lee, Walters, Hall, and Basile (2013) reported that males exposed to IPV 
during childhood most strongly endorse ideas that present women and feminine attributes 
in a negative light in adulthood. Jouriles, Vu, McDonald, and Rosenfield (2014) 
described that children exposed to IPV develop beliefs about the justifiability of 
aggression. This was particularly observed among children who develop externalizing 
problems.  
Lee, Walters, Hall, and Basile (2013) assessed the differences among IPV 
perpetrators who experienced childhood family violence and those IPV perpetrators who 
did not experience this type of family violence. The sample in this study consisted of 340 
men charged with assault against a female partner. The instrument used to measure 
childhood family violence (CFV) was the Straus et al. (1996) Conflict Tactics Scale 
(CTS). Those participants who experienced physical and/or emotional abuse, witnessed 
IPV, or experienced maltreatment were categorized as having CFV. On the other hand, 
participants who did not experience/witness abuse or IPV were regarded as not having 
CFV. These participants were asked to rate the frequency with which their father/mother 
or male/female used conflict tactics against each other and/or against the participant. 
Such tactics could be psychological or physical, including severe physical abuse. Further 
measures included (a) Aggression Questionnaire (Buss & Perry, 1992), (b) Perceived 






and Control (Hamby, 1996), (e) Adversarial Sex Beliefs (Burt, 1980), and (f) Sex Role 
Hostility (Check et al., 1985). 
Besides endorsing more negative attitudes toward female figures, results indicated 
that those exposed to IPV and family violence showed higher levels of substance use, 
involved in a higher number of aggressive incidents, and presented general displays of 
anger. Findings of this study are consistent with social learning theory (Bandura, 1977), 
which suggests exposure to childhood family violence is a risk factor for adapting violent 
behavior such as anger, controlling, or substance-related type behaviors. According to 
this study, the majority of the measures indicated that there are significant differences 
between perpetrators with and without a history of family violence suggesting that those 
exposed to family violence experienced more challenges in dealing with anger and 
hostility, particularly as it relates to women; and may have more difficulty developing 
and maintaining healthy relationships.  
Jouriles, et al. (2014) examined the impact of living in households characterized 
by severe intimate IPV. This study tested the hypothesis that children’s threat appraisals, 
self-blame appraisals, and beliefs about the justifiability of aggression would contribute 
to predict their externalizing problems. There were 106 participants in this study. There 
were 62 boys and 44 girls ages 7 through 10 included in this study. Participants were 
recruited during their stay at a domestic violence shelter. This study measured threat, 
self-blame, and justifiability of aggression. The instruments used were (a) Children’s 






Belief About Aggression Scale (Husemann & Guerra, 1997); and (c) Child Behavior 
Checklist (CBCL) (Achenbach, 1991), which was the externalizing scale completed by 
the mothers. The Revised Conflict Tactics Scale (CTS2) (Straus et al., 1996) (the 
physical assault subscale) was used to measure severe IPV that occurred within a period 
of six months. Results of the study indicated that threat and beliefs about the justifiability 
of aggression were positively related to children’s reports of externalizing problems.  
Contextual Factors Contributing to Youth Violence 
 The focus of this systematic review was to understand the link between IPV and 
youth violence. The articles that constituted this review confirmed this relationship. 
Nevertheless, the articles reviewed revealed that other factors also contributed to youth 
violence. In this section, two articles are reviewed. Based on New Zealand’s longitudinal 
data, Fergusson, Boden, and Horwood (2008) explored developmental antecedents of 
IPV victimization and perpetration. Data reported in this study were obtained from the 
Christchurch Health and Development Study. Unselected birth cohort of 1,265 children 
born in the Christchurch (New Zealand) urban region were followed from birth to 25 
years. The first assessment occurred in 1977. At age 25, 828 persons were assessed, and 
this constituted the sample of this study. This study focused on the specific psychosocial 
risk factors that are related to IPV perpetration or victimization in adulthood. Separate 







Results of this study indicated that predictors of IPV in young adulthood 
perpetration were similar to those of IPV victimization. The authors identified four 
clusters of factors that increased risks of later IPV. The first domain referred to 
socioeconomic challenges including disadvantaged parental background, multiple 
changes of parents, and poor pre-natal health practices. The second cluster referred to 
having greater exposure to child abuse and family violence. The third group of factors 
referred to having a pervasive history of conduct problems during middle childhood; and 
the fourth cluster referred to showing higher rate of alcohol abuse and dependence in 
adolescence. In sum, this study identified that having witnessed family violence is not the 
only predictor of future IPV perpetration or victimization; the study pointed at a myriad 
of contextual and personal factors that contribute to youth IPV.  
 Ferguson, San Miguel and Hartley (2009) conducted a study on multivariate risk 
factors that contribute to youth violence. The authors contended that the effect sizes of 
univariate for single or univariate predictors of youth violence tend to be small; thus, they 
proposed a multivariate analysis to predict risk factors for youth violence. Factors 
included exposure to domestic violence, family conflict, delinquent peer aggression, 
neighborhood stress, antisocial personality traits, depression level, exposure to television, 
and video game violence. Youth violence described as behaviors that range from 
homicide to lesser types of aggression. This was a cross sectional study of 603 primarily 
Hispanic children aged 10 to 14 years and their parents or guardians who were 






Separate analyses were performed to measure multiple behaviors of parents, 
guardians, and children. The Child Behavior Checklist (CBCL) measures the related 
outcomes of delinquency and aggression. The Olweus Bullying Questionnaire was used 
to measure bullying behavior, and the Negative Life Event Questionnaire (NLE) is a 
subscale that was used to measure general delinquency. A parent or guardian of each 
participant was asked to complete the Conflict Tactic Scale (CTS), which can measure 
conflict and aggression within the caregiver, who is in a marital or romantic relationship. 
The CTS also provides a sense of the child’s exposure to domestic violence to determine 
the outcome of youth violence.  
The findings indicated that children delinquent peer influences, antisocial 
personality traits, depression, and parents who use psychological abuse in intimate 
relationships were contributing factors to youth violence and aggression. Particularly, 
they indicated that children’s depressed mood and delinquent peer associations were the 
most consistent and strongest predictors of youth violence. Other factors such as negative 
relations with adults and antisocial personality traits were also relatively consistent, but 
weaker predictors of youth violence. While this study highlighted that children’s 
depression and peer influences are predictive of aggression; it is relevant to consider that 
data in this study were collected at one time. Since this is not a longitudinal study, there 
is no information on how these factors evolved or relate through time. Children’s 






psychological IPV. The strength in this study is the importance of considering multiple 
factors and how they interplay in conceptualizing and understanding youth violence.  
Parenting Practices 
Parenting practices was one of the strongest contextual factors related to youth 
violent outcomes. Two articles included in this review explored the relationship between 
parenting style and IPV and youth violence. Jouriles, Mueller, Rosenfield, McDonald, 
and Dodson (2012) conducted a study investigating the potential relationship between 
adolescent experiences with harsh parenting and exposure to severe IPV and teen’s 
propensity to engage in dating violence perpetration. Participants of this study were 88 
adolescents and their mothers; they were recruited from the juvenile justice system. In 
this study, baseline data consisted on mothers’ report of severe IPV with any current or 
past male partner, and adolescents’ report on their experiences of harsh parenting and 
trauma symptoms. Harsh parenting referred to receiving physical and/or verbal 
aggression. In a 3-month follow up, teens reported on their dating violence perpetration. 
Results of this study indicated that both exposure to severe IPV and recent harsh 
parenting positively associated with adolescents’ dating violence perpetration while 
controlling for the effects of the other. 
In a related study, Latzman, Vivolo-Kantor, Niolon, and Ghazarian (2015) 
conducted a prospective study on the joint effects of IPV exposure and parenting 
practices on adolescent dating violence. The sample consisted of 417 adolescents from 






parenting practices and five types of adolescent dating violence at baseline in 2012 and 5 
months later. The parenting practices were positive parenting and/or involvement and 
parental knowledge of their child’s dating. Threatening behaviors, verbal/emotional 
abuse, relational abuse, physical abuse, and sexual abuse were the five types of 
adolescent dating violence. Results indicated that IPV exposure was positively associated 
only to relational abuse at follow-up. Regarding parenting practices, parents who had less 
knowledge of dating partners were more likely to report perpetrating two types of 
adolescent dating violence: physical and verbal/emotional abuse at follow up.  
Exposure to IPV and Mental Health Related Issues 
 The focus of this study related to exposure to IPV and youth violence. All of the 
studies reviewed accounted for this relationship. However, some of the articles reviewed 
reported on youth mental health. Mental health issues may be considered an antecedent of 
youth violence or be associated with experiencing IPV in the family. As discussed above, 
Fergusson, Boden, and Horwood (2008) indicated that having a history of conduct 
problems during middle childhood and showing high rates of alcohol abuse and 
dependence in adolescence related to youth violence. Depression during childhood was 
also linked to youth violence (Ferguson, San Miguel, & Hartley, 2009); and higher levels 
of drug abuse was reported among those who experienced IPV in childhood (Lee, 
Walters, Hall, & Basile, 2013).  
HajYahia and Abdo-Kaoloti (2008) conducted a study that examined the effects 






functioning of Palestinian adolescents. This study used a cross-sectional design on a 
sample of 1,185 Palestinian adolescents. The sample was made up of students from 13 
different secondary schools. The participants were all from the West Bank and East 
Jerusalem. The students in the sample were in the 10th, 11th, and 12th grade. Their ages 
ranged from 14 to 20 years. These participants were recruited from various areas, such as 
urban, rural, and refugee camps. Most of the participants in the study were Muslim. 
Twenty percent reported being Christian.   
Results of this study indicated that exposure to IPV and other forms of family 
violence accounted for significant amounts of the variance not only in delinquent and 
aggressive behaviors, but also in withdrawal, somatic complaints, anxiety and depression, 
social problems, and thought and attention problems. A myriad of psychological 
problems was associated with exposure to family violence. It is relevant to understand 
that the Palestinian context and violence in this area is different from other studies 
conducted with U.S. population. For example, HajYahia and Abdo-Kaoloti (2008) 
indicated that adolescents from Muslim families and those who live in rural areas and 
refugee camps witnessed and experienced high levels of different patterns of family 
violence. Thus, results of this study may not be fully generalizable to the U.S. population, 
but highlight contextual variables that are highly relevant to understand the psychological 








Gender Differences  
A thorough review of the articles included in this systematic review uncovered 
that there were gender differences as it relates to IPV and youth violence. Three of the 
articles reviewed discussed gender differences. In Knous-Westfall, Ehrensaft, 
MacDonell, and Cohen’s (2012) study reviewed in previous sections, gender differences 
were reported. They explored the relationship between parental IPV and children peer 
bullying and victimization, gender differences were reported. Experiencing any parental 
IPV predicted higher relational peer victimization among female youth; and experiencing 
severe IPV predicted higher overt peer bulling among male youth.  
Gage (2016) conducted a study that examined the associations between exposure 
to spousal violence and attitudes towards dating violence perpetration amongst 342 high 
school students in grades 10-12 located in Port-au-Prince, Haiti. This study uncovered 
gender-specific differences in responses to IPV exposure; and indicated that boys 
exposed to husband-perpetrated spousal violence showed significantly higher scores on 
psychological domestic violence perpetration scales that those who were not. However, 
girls who witnessed wife-perpetrated spousal violence were no more likely to perpetrate 
dating violence than girls who did not witness wife-perpetrated spousal violence. An 
interesting finding indicated that boys who were exposed to wife-perpetrated spousal 
violence showed significantly lower levels of psychological and physical/sexual domestic 






evidence on gender-specific modeling; and showed that boys reacted differently when 
considering exposure to wife vs. husband DV perpetration.  
Okour and Hijazi (2009) investigated the relationship between family dysfunction 
and domestic violence and violent behaviors of university students in North Jordan. A 
cross sectional study was used to ascertain the prevalence of violence among youth 
attending universities in North Jordan. There were 1560 college students from 3 
universities included in this study. The participants were male and female students from 
different departments and academic years. Results of this study indicated that 11.9% (185 
students) reported participating in violent actions occurring in university campus. The 
majority of those (183 students, 98.9% of the sample) were males and only 2 students 
were females. Students who participated in violence on campus were significantly 
affected by witnessing domestic violence. Okour and Hijazi concluded that males exhibit 
a greater propensity for violence in comparison to females.  
Theoretical Framework Used Across Studies 
In this last section of the results, a review of the theoretical framework used 
across the reviewed articles was relevant to understand how researchers theoretically 
relate children’s experiences of witnessing IPV with expressing violence later in life 










Theoretical Frameworks Used Across Studies 
 Article Theoretical Framework Used  
1.  Fergusson, et al., 2008 1. No Theory Used 
2.  Ferguson, et al., 2009 1. No Theory Used 
3.  Gage, 2016 1. Social Learning Theory 
4.  Graham-Bermann & Perkins, 2010  1. No Theory Used 
5.  HajYahia & Abdo-Kaoloti, 2008 
 
1. Learned Helplessness 
6.  Ireland & Smith, 2009 1. Social Learning Theory 
7.  Jouriles et al., 2012 1. Social Development Theory 
8.  Jouriles, et al., 2014  1. No Theory Used 
9.  Knous-Westfall, et al., 2012   1. Social Learning Theory 
10.  Latzman, et al., 2015 1. Social Learning Theory 
11.  Lee, et al., 2013  1. Social Learning Theory 
12.  Liu, et al., 2018 1. Family system theory. 
2. Social learning theory 
13.  Narayan, et al., 2013 1. Social Learning Theory 
2. Risk and Resilience Theory 
3. Attachment Theory 







15.  Okour & Hijazi, 2009  1. Social Learning Theory 
16.  Park, et al., 2012  
 
1. Social Learning Theory 
2. Attachment Theory 
3. Risk and Resilience Theory 
17.  Renner, & Boel-Studt, 2017  1. Social Ecological System Perspective 
18.  Smith, et al., 2011 1. Social Learning Theory 
19.  Sousa, et al., 2011 1. Attachment Theory 
 
Of the 19 articles evaluated in this study, there were three that used a combination 
of more than one theory to conceptualize the relationship between witnessing IPV and 
showing violence later in life. Social learning theory (Bandura, 1977) was the most 
widely used theoretical framework; 11 articles used them. Other theories used were 
attachment theory (Bowlby, 1951), social development (Vygotsky, 1978). developmental 
psychopathology (Cicchetti & Toth, 2009), socioecological perspective (Bronfenbrenner, 
1979), and risk and resilience (Rutter, 1981). Four studies included in this sample did not 
utilize a specific theoretical component to frame the relationship between IPV and youth 
violence.  
Summary 
 This systematic literature review explored the relationship between IPV and youth 
violence. Nineteen articles published in peer reviewed journals during 2008-2018 were 






articles provided evidence to the link between IPV and youth violence. Seven 
longitudinal studies that tracked youth from childhood to an older age confirmed the 
relationship between experiencing IPV during the childhood years and showing signs of 
aggression later in life. Other trends in the data indicated that exposure to more than one 
type of violence and the severity of IPV witnessed increased the violent behavior 
portrayed. Results also indicated that contextual factors such as growing up in an unstable 
family environment, stress, or certain parenting practices contributed to showing violent 
behaviors during childhood and adolescence. Finally, results indicated that social learning 
theory was the most frequently theoretical framework used to explain the relationship 
between children’s experiences of witnessing IPV and expressing violence later in life.  
In Chapter 5, an interpretation of the findings of this study, a discussion of the 
limitations of this study, and recommendations for future research are outlined. Practice 







Chapter 5: Discussion, Conclusions, and Recommendations 
Introduction 
The purpose of this systematic review was to examine the relationship between 
intimate partner violence and youth violence. This systematic review located and 
synthesized available evidence-based literature that related IPV and youth violence. The 
findings of this systematic review broaden the knowledge base on the relationship 
between intimate partner violence and youth violence. This final chapter presents an 
interpretation of the findings of this study, followed by a discussion on the limitations of 
this study. The chapter concludes with a discussion of recommendations for future 
research, implications for practice, and final concluding remarks. 
Interpretation of Findings 
The findings of this study both confirmed and extended knowledge about the 
intersection of IPV and youth violence. Several trends emerged in this systematic 
literature review. All trends that originated from this systematic review are supported by 
findings in the existing literature. Each major trend is discussed and interpreted in the 
context of existing literature on the topic.  
Intergenerational Transmission of Violence 
 One of the most consistent findings from this study was that witnessing parents’ 
or caregivers’ IPV during childhood related to perpetrating some type of violence later in 
life. Results of this systematic review indicated that being exposed to IPV resulted in a 






2011), conduct problems, relationship violence (Ireland & Smith, 2009), IPV perpetration 
(Smith, Ireland, Park, Elwyn, & Thornberry, 2011), or IPV victimization (Narayan et al., 
2017), overt peer victimization and relational peer bullying (Knous-Westfall, Ehrensaft, 
MacDonell, & Cohen, 2012). The pattern of partner violence exposure and witnesses’ 
displays of aggression is also well-represented in the existing literature; and the concept 
of the cycle of violence has a long history (Widom & Wilson, 2015). It has been 
researched and confirmed from various angles. For example, a number of studies 
established a relationship between persons who were incarcerated for committing violent 
crimes (Ball, 2009; Byrd & Davis, 2009) or for engaging in domestic violence (Askeland 
et al., 2011) and having experienced high levels of victimization during childhood.  
Voisin and Hong (2012) conducted a comprehensive review and critique of the 
literature exploring the potential relationship between youth witnessing IPV and their 
eventual engagement in bullying and peer victimization. The overall findings of this 
review provided empirical evidence that youth who observe IPV are at an increased risk 
of engaging in bullying behaviors and peer victimization. Research reviewed in this study 
confirmed the cycle of violence pattern and indicated that, despite location where the 
study was conducted, children’s age range, participants’ gender, instruments used to 
assess IPV and youth violence, witnessing IPV increases the likelihood and risk of later 
youth violence.  
 Results of this study also indicated that being exposed to more than one type of 






exposure to different types of violence was early identified and coined as the “double 
whammy” phenomenon (Hughes, Parkinson, & Vargo, 1989). Current research gave 
support to the double whammy effect (Wood & Sommers, 2011). Thus, those witnessing 
IPV and being target of aggression were more severely affected than those who witnessed 
violence but were not physically abused (Moylan et al., 2010).  
The double whammy was also related to the severity of violence exposure. 
Articles reviewed in this study indicated there was an outcome difference between being 
exposed to any IPV vs being exposed to severe IPV (Ireland & Smith, 2009; Knous-
Westfall et al., 2012). Being exposed to severe IPV related to a higher number of 
expressions of violence among youth. The dose of violence was related to the harshness 
of the response (Wood & Sommers, 2011). That is, more exposure or direct experience of 
violence generated more expressions of violence later in life. Moylan and colleagues 
(2010) conducted a longitudinal study comparing children exposed to witnessing 
domestic violence and child abuse vs children exposed to only one form of violence and 
concluded that those dually exposed were at a higher risk for displaying an entire range 
of internalizing and externalizing behavior problems.   
According to the articles reviewed, the age of exposure to IPV influenced the 
outcome of youth’s behaviors (Graham-Bermann & Perkins, 2010; Narayan et al., 2017). 
According to Narayan and colleagues, witnessing IPV during the preschool years (25-64 
months) had a longer lasting effect when compared to children who witnessed IPV during 






range indicating that those exposed during 6-12 years of age had a lower risk for 
adjustment problems than those who had a lifetime of IPV exposure. These studies 
pointed at how the effects of IPV exposure varied depending on the age of children at 
which they are exposed.  
In an earlier review, Sternberg, Baradaran, Abbott, Lamb, and Guterman (2006) 
conducted a revision of 15 articles on children’s exposure to violence; and indicated that 
preschool children exposed to violence were more likely to show externalizing behavior 
issues and older grade school children exposed to violence tended to show more 
internalizing behavior problems. It has been hypothesized that the negative outcome of 
violence exposure differs by age at the time of exposure due to the varying cognitive 
development skills associated with age. For example, children in infancy have less 
mature cognitive skills and are less able to codify and understand the violence around 
them than older children (Bell & Wolfe, 2004). From a developmental perspective, 
Narayan et al. (2017) indicated that children in infancy are tasked with establishing a 
sense of safety and developing secure attachment while children in toddlerhood are 
tasked with forming social relationships, increasing autonomy, and developing self-
regulation skills. Children affected by IPV exposure during toddlerhood may model poor 
conflict management becoming a predictor of behavioral dysregulation during relational 
conflict in adulthood. Children affected by IPV exposure during infancy may be related 
to attachment-specific issues during adulthood such as mistrust or perceived insecurity in 






Attitudes and Beliefs in the Context of IPV 
 Results of this review indicated that being exposed to IPV had an impact on 
attitudes and beliefs about the use of violence in conflict resolution and in gender 
stereotyping (Jouriles, Vu, McDonald, & Rosenfield, 2014; Lee, Walters, Hall, & Basile, 
2013). Using a modified cognitive-contextual framework (Fosco, DeBoard, & Grych, 
2007), Jouriles and colleagues suggested that believing that aggression was justified 
increased the risk for behaving violently. Being exposed to IPV was related to perceiving 
aggression as more acceptable (Houston & Grych, 2016). From a social learning 
perspective (Bandura, 1973), it is understood that children who observe IPV and violence 
between parents learn and incorporate these unhealthy conflict resolution strategies. As 
children form expectations about behavior from observing their parents, they may come 
to endorse beliefs about acceptability of violence.  
Findings of this review were consistent with the literature. Witnessing IPV 
seemed to be a strong message towards developing beliefs that justified the use of 
violence in relationships (Galano, Grogan-Kaylor, Stein, Clark, & Graham-Bermann, 
2016a; 2016b). Foshee and colleagues (2016) explored risk factors for the perpetration of 
physical dating violence, bullying and sexual harassment among adolescents exposed to 
domestic violence; they indicated that acceptance of dating violence was a significant 
predictor of dating violence and bullying.  
 The justifiability of aggression has been positively correlated with youth’s 






2011). Orue and colleagues tested whether children who are exposed to a significant dose 
of violence come to perceive it as normal behavior; and, in turn, behave more 
aggressively themselves. Results of this study indicated that witnessing violence 
predicted an increase in aggression 6 months later; this increase in aggression was 
mediated by changes in normative beliefs. The study revealed that when children thought 
violence was commonplace, they were more likely to behave violently against others.  
Contextual Factors Contributing to Youth Violence 
 This review revealed that beyond IPV, a number of factors surrounded and 
contributed to youth’s violence. Parenting practices stood out as one of the more 
significant factors. Jouriles, Mueller, Rosenfield, McDonald, and Dodson (2012) 
concluded that harsh parenting (receiving physical and/or verbal aggression) was related 
to adolescents’ dating violence perpetration. Latzman, Vivolo-Kantor, Niolon, and 
Ghazarian (2015) also explored parenting practices in relation to adolescent dating 
violence; they revealed the importance of parents’ involvement in their children’s lives. 
Adolescents whose parents were less involved and did now know about their dating 
practices reported perpetrating physical and verbal or emotional abuse in their 
relationships.  
The link between domestic violence or marital discord and poor parenting 
practices and negative parent-child relationship has been established (Gustafsson, Cox, & 
Blair, 2012). Several explanations to this link have been proposed. It has been suggested 






spillover into harsh interactions with their children (Krishnakumar & Buehler, 2000). 
Gerard, Krishnakumar, and Buehler (2006) suggested that all parents’ energy is used in 
dealing with marital problems and other issues such as economic stability; parents feel 
depleted of energy to monitor and interact with their children. Beyond the explanation of 
this link, research suggested that children and adolescents growing up in a context of IPV 
tended to be parented in a way that put them at risk to developing different problems and 
reactions including violence and a range of problematic behaviors (Jouriles et al., 2012).  
Exposure to IPV and Mental Health Related Issues 
 Results of this review indicated that a number of mental health related problems 
were linked to IPV exposure. Incidence of alcohol or drug abuse has been correlated with 
IPV exposure during childhood (Fergusson, Boden, & Horwood, 2008; Lee, Walters, 
Hall, & Basile, 2013); and mental health problems such as withdrawal, somatic 
complaints, anxiety and depression, social problems, and thought and attention problems 
were also related to IPV exposure (HajYahia and Abdo-Kaoloti, 2008). These negative 
outcomes of IPV exposure have been documented in the literature (Wright, Fagan, & 
Pinchevsky, 2013). Roustit et al. (2009) conducted a retrospective cohort study in Paris 
and concluded that children exposed to domestic violence were 44% more likely to 
develop symptoms of depression, and 75% more likely to develop alcohol dependency in 
adulthood. Smith, Elwyn, Ireland, and Thornberry (2010) used a prospective design to 
study whether adolescent exposure to IPV increased the risk for problem substance use in 






exposure to severe IPV during adolescence increased the likelihood of alcohol-use 
problems among women during early adulthood.  
 In subsequent studies, Kennedy, Bybee, Sullivan, and Greeson (2009, 2010) 
investigated the impact of family and community violence on children’s anxiety and 
depression trajectories. They conducted a 2-year longitudinal study within a sample of 
100-school age children. They explored the relations between witnessing IPV, 
community and school violence exposure, family support, and anxiety and depression 
over two years. They found that in the two-year period, depression was positively 
associated with change in witnessing IPV and exposure to community and school 
violence. Similar results were reported in the study that measured children’s anxiety 
levels (Kennedy et al., 2009). They found that change in both witnessing IPV and 
community and school violence exposure positively covaried with anxiety. In their 
systematic review of the literature on consequences of witnessing IPV, Wood and 
Sommers (2011) concluded that children exposed to IPV during childhood were at a high 
risk of engaging in health-compromising behaviors during adolescence and adulthood 
such as problematic alcohol use, cigarette smoking, drug use and abuse, and risky sexual 
behaviors.  
Gender Differences 
 Results of this review indicated that the outcome of being exposed to IPV seemed 
different for girls and boys. Knous-Westfall, Ehrensaft, MacDonell, and Cohen (2012) 






victimization; they concluded that experiencing any parental IPV predicted higher 
relational peer victimization among female youth; and experiencing severe IPV predicted 
higher overt peer bulling among male youth. Thus, the outcome of the youth violence 
displayed varied according to youth’s gender. In Gage’s (2016) study, boys exposed to 
husband-perpetrated spousal violence showed significantly higher scores on 
psychological domestic violence perpetration scales that those who were not; and in 
Okour and Hijazi’s (2009) study on college students in North Jordan, men showed a 
greater propensity for violence when compared to women.  
 The exploration of gender differences on the impact of exposure to violence has a 
long history (Wood & Sommers, 2011); and there seemed to be a tendency for girls to 
show more internalizing responses including depression or PTSD than boys did (Moylan 
et al., 2010). Boys and girls seemed to react differently to exposure to parental violence, 
and the gender of the perpetrator seemed to trigger varied responses; however, caution 
has been recommended in analyzing gender effects of IPV exposure as the effects were 
considered multilayered and contextual (Wood & Sommers, 2011).  
Theoretical Framework  
This systematic review explored the relationship between IPV and youth violence. 
There were two separate theoretical orientations used as frameworks for this project: 
social learning theory (Bandura, 1986) and ecological systems theory (1979). First, social 
learning theory was used to explain how youth develop violent behaviors as a result of 






learning theory asserts that children eventually model or mimic the violent behaviors in 
which they observe. This observing and modeling sequence serves as a social force 
driving, guiding, and shaping the violent behaviors of youth who are exposed to IPV.  
The results of this systematic review were consistent with the postulations of 
social learning theory as the articles reviewed in this study highlighted the impact of 
parents’ modeling conflict resolution through aggression. Violence is a learned behavior 
acquired through witnessing or interacting with family members who regularly use 
violence in their relationships. While the articles reviewed in this study used a broad 
range of theoretical frameworks to explain the connection between parents’ IPV and 
youth violence; most of them included social learning theory to explain this connection. 
According to Widom and Wilson (2015) social learning theory is likely to be the most 
popular theory that has been used to explain the intergenerational transmission of 
violence. Children who were exposed to parental violence were more likely to endorse 
accepting attitudes and beliefs about violence in relationships.  
Secondly, ecological systems theory was used in this systematic review to explain 
why children who are exposed to IPV are more likely to engage in youth violence. 
Ecological systems theory was used to explain how different social dimensions (i.e. 
microsystem, mesosystem, ecosystem, macro system, and chronosystem) interact and 
overlap and ultimately influence individual growth and development. Specifically, the 






who are routinely exposed to IPV eventually learn to interact with others in a violent 
manner.  
The results of this systematic review are consistent with the assertions of 
ecological systems theory as the studies included in this systematic review consistently 
uncovered a relationship between IPV and youth violence. Ecological systems theory’s 
assertion that the pattern of interactions within the developing individual’s micro/family 
system serves as a learning environment for how a developing child should interact with 
others is consistent with many of the findings in this systematic review. Specifically, the 
findings of this systematic review indicate that youth who develop in micro/family 
systems where IPV is present demonstrate a personal acceptance of violence. Finally, 
ecological systems theory’s assertion that micro/family system has a direct psychological 
impact on the evolving child echoes the findings of the articles included in this study 
which uncovered that children who developed in micro/family systems where IPV was 
present were more likely to engage in violent behaviors in their adult interactions.  
Limitations of the Study 
The focus of this systematic literature review was to review the relationship 
between IPV and youth violence in the current empirical research. While a number of 
articles identified in this review directly confirmed the relationship between IPV and 
youth violence, it was clear that a number of other contextual factors such as parenting 
style or being exposed to other types of family violence besides IPV among other factors 






multilayered and with overlapping influences. A more comprehensive review that 
included more than 19 articles could have provided more robust information. In turn, this 
more extensive review could have revealed more deeply how the various factors 
intertwined and contributed to youth violence.  
Several databases were used to retrieve peer reviewed articles; however, it is 
possible that some articles covering the relationship between IPV and youth violence 
were not targeted through these searches. Therefore, there might be more research 
available on the relationship between IPV and youth violence that were not included in 
this study. Additionally, this systematic review only targeted articles written in English 
and excluded theses and dissertations. It is possible that if more articles would have been 
gathered in other languages, from dissertations, or from other databases, the resulting 
findings would have been more thorough. This study might not represent an exhaustive or 
comprehensive review of the phenomenon.  
Recommendations for Practice  
 Results of this study revealed that witnessing IPV related to multiple negative 
consequences for children including different types of behavioral expressions of violence, 
mental health consequences, biased attitudes and beliefs towards the use of violence, and 
engagement in risk-taking behaviors. These results provide evidence to the legacy of 
witnessing violence across the various developmental stages. Policy and prevention 
efforts should focus on identifying at-risk children who witness violence or experience 






intervention efforts such as couples or family therapy or psychoeducational workshops 
should become available at no or low cost to prevent violence at home, reduce stress, and 
teach self-regulation skills in handling conflict. Furthermore, expectant parents could 
engage in therapy during the middle and later months of pregnancy to prepare them for 
the stress of childbearing.  
Counselors and clinicians who treat IPV exposed children and their families can 
intentionally implement counseling models that are contextualized around the 
psychosocial experiences of youth who are developing in family systems where IPV is 
present. Therapy models such as child-parent psychotherapy based on attachment-based 
therapy can help in restoring feelings of trust, security, and support (Egeland & Erickson, 
2004; Lieberman, Van Horn, & Ghosh, 2005) or trauma-focused cognitive behavioral 
therapy that has been used in the treatment of children who showed signs of 
posttraumatic stress symptoms after exposure to domestic violence (Cohen, Manarino, 
Murray, & Igleman, 2006). These contextualized approaches can work to improve the 
developmental outcomes of youth who are exposed to IPV. Results of this study may also 
be used in couples or family therapy sessions to recognize and address challenging 
familial patterns. Clinicians can become more aware of the long-lasting effects of 
witnessing IPV; an understanding of these effects is relevant in treating adults who 
experienced IPV during their childhood years. Additionally, clinicians working in 
implementing prevention family violence programs may use the findings of this study to 






Psychoeducation and information about the cycle of violence and the effects of 
witnessing violence on children should be made available not only to families where IPV 
occurs, but also to the general population at large. The message that children need to feel 
safe and protected from the negative effects of violence is essential to prevent modeling 
and learning unhealthy coping skills. Multi-media campaigns should be taken to 
intentionally educate the general community about the debilitating impact of IPV on 
youth outcomes. These campaigns can work effectively to increase community 
awareness. 
A significant amount of IPV and violence at home is generated as a result of 
financial stress. It is therefore recommended that couples experiencing financial stress 
should participate in workshops, classes, and seminars that teach financial literacy. 
Resources and help should be provided to families under financial stress, poverty, or 
unemployment.   
Recommendations for Future Research 
 The search for articles on the topic of IPV and youth violence yielded no 
qualitative or descriptive study. Qualitative data might be gathered from parents and 
children who are situated in family systems where IPV is present to learn about their 
lived experiences and specific contextual issues. This data might serve the purpose of 
telling the stories behind the quantitative data and could be used to inform interventions 






 Another line of research should relate to identifying protective and resilient 
factors. While there is evidence of the cycle of violence and the negative consequences of 
witnessing IPV, there are children and adolescents who did not develop internalizing or 
externalizing behaviors as a result of IPV exposure (Narayan, Labella, Englund, Carlson, 
& Egeland, 2017). Future research should identify what factors protect youth from 
engaging in violence or becoming a victim of violence. Given the interplay of factors 
contributing to aggression in youth, the use of multivariate analyses has been 
recommended in studying youth violence (Ferguson et al., 2009). In understanding 
protective factors, multivariate statistics can also be used. It can be helpful in discerning 
which factors are relevant and important in protecting children from the effects of IPV 
exposure. Many factors related to schools, families, peer, personality, and communities 
may bear examining.  
 The results of this study indicated there are various elements associated with 
youth violence including parents’ financial stress, SES, or parenting skills, among others. 
Future systematic reviews should focus on identifying these multilayer components and 
the impact of these components on youth violence. Finally, although there is no rule of 
thumb as it relates to the number of articles that should be included in a systematic 
review (Boland, Cherry, & Dickson, 2014; Petticrew & Roberts, 2006), a study that 
includes more than 19 articles can be assumed to provide an even better understanding of 








Finding ways to curtail youth violence have been a longstanding problematic 
undertaking. The task of curtailing youth violence can become less problematic if 
stakeholders become more enlightened on the impacts of IPV on youth violence. The 
results of this systematic review indicate that an intentional effort to expand the breadth 
of knowledge related to IPV exposure and youth violence must be carried out. This 
expansion of knowledge can work to inform stakeholders on practical approaches for 
addressing IPV exposure and youth violence. As it relates to educators, an intentional 
effort to integrate information and activities into their classroom curriculum should be 
undertaken. Such curricular content should serve the purpose of fostering adaptive coping 
in children who may be experiencing IPV exposure. Implications for therapists include 
researching and designing therapeutic models that instill in youth the psychological 
coping necessary to avoid becoming a victim of the cycle of IPV violence. Therapeutic 
models targeting prevention of cycle of violence can work effectively to buffer the 
damaging impact of IPV exposure on youth development. Therapeutic interventions 
should target the utilization of counseling models that are contextualized around the 
psychosocial experiences of youth who are developing in family systems where IPV is 
present. 
The results of this study contribute to the current knowledge base and promote 
positive social change by raising awareness of the importance of making a deliberate 






communities began to have more homes absent of IPV, community betterment will 
follow. This improvement of individual households and communities will inevitably 
result in the betterment of the society at large.  
 Findings in this study outline information that may add to the body of evidence-
based information already available to parents, teachers, school counselors, principals, 
law officials, policy makers, and other stakeholders on the critical importance of 
providing developing youth with a caring family environment. The results of this study 
have the potential to contribute to the existing body of knowledge related to the social, 
psychological, and familial factors that impact youth violence. This potential contribution 
to the already available body of knowledge may further inform and empower the 
practices and procedures parents, teachers, counselors, social workers, and other 
professionals utilize to combat youth violence. 
Conclusion 
This systematic literature review examined the relationship between intimate 
partner violence and youth violence. It uncovered the significant impact that IPV 
exposure has on subsequent youth perpetration or victimization. The analyzed articles 
provided clear evidence that exposure to IPV is internalized and reactivated across 
generations. Various risk factors to youth violence were also identified and discussed 
including parents’ stress, inadequate parenting practices, and unstable family 






types of abuse experienced are likely to lead to more negative and long-term 
consequences.  
There is an undeniable need for further studies that investigate the impact of various 
factors on youth violence. This research provides support to the negative impact of IPV 
on youth violence; and has the potential to inform the development of therapeutic models, 
programmatic interventions, community programs, and various other forms of 
interventions and preventative measures. In turn, these interventions can play a critical 
role in curtailing youth violence. This research study contributed to the collective 
knowledge based that relates to the psychological development and functioning of youth. 
This added knowledge can potentially assist educators, therapists, and social scientists in 
their efforts to improve the life outcomes of developing youth who are exposed to IPV. 
By increasing the breadth of empirical understanding of the developing youth 
experiences with IPV, stakeholders will be made more competent at identifying and 
bringing to a resolution unresolved issues related to prolonged submersion in family 
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